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Foreword 
 
 
Forests are praised by people in rural areas? 
 
Forests are highly valued by European citizens. While in the past they were mainly appreciated for their 
productive potential and contribution to employment and income generation, at present they are 
increasingly valued for their amenity, environmental and nature values. Also their role in creating a sense 
of place is prominent. Because of their multifunctional character, during recent years the potential role 
of forestry in rural development is gaining political cloud. However, rural development is a multi-facetted 
process and its interpretation depends on location-specific conditions. Consequently, although the role 
of forestry for rural development is acknowledged, still quite different opinions on the precise role of 
forests in the future of the countryside may exist. 
 
 
EU/FAIR research project: Multifor.RD 
 
In order to gain a better understanding of the nature and distribution of opinions on the exact role of 
forestry in the context of rural development, in February 1999 a EU/FAIR funded research project on 
‘Multifunctional forestry as a means to rural development, establishing criteria for region-specific 
strategies for balancing public demands and forest owners’ objec ives’ (Multifor.RD) was started. Its aim 
was to assess how the dynamics in ruralisation and urbanisation impact on the role of forestry for rural 
development. These dynamics induce two major trends of thinking regarding the role of forestry. At the 
one hand forestry is considered to contribute to economic vitality and liveability in rural areas by 
providing production and income earning opportunities. At the other hand forestry should contribute 
towards the restructuring of rural areas by enhancing nature and recreation values as requested by an 
urbanising society. In order to assess how such perspectives are distributed over different types of rural 
areas ranging from remote areas to rural areas subject to peri-urbanisation a series of comparative 
case-studies were carried out in nine European countries, i.e. Austria, Denmark, France, Germany, 
Greece, Hungary, Ireland, the Netherlands and Spain. The study was co-ordinated by the Forest and 
Nature Conservation group of the Department of Environmental Sciences, Wageningen University. 
t
 
 
Research locations and activities in the Netherlands 
 
In each the participating countries two case-study areas were selected, one representing a traditional 
forest area and one an area with recent afforestation. The selection of the case-study areas was based 
on the principle that the case-studies should represent a range of rural and forest conditions in Europe 
rather than that they should be representative for a specific country. In the Netherlands the Forest and 
Nature Conservation group, Department of Environmental Sciences, Wageningen University acted as the 
Dutch partner in the research. On the basis of prior experiences this group selected the communities of 
Ede and Stadskanaal as the Netherlands case-study areas. In each of these study areas the research 
took place on three phases: (a) collection of background information and systematic description of the 
research area by a set of commonly agreed parameters to enable case-study categorisation at 
European level, (b) a qualitative survey to obtain information on the types of representations which 
different community groups have regarding the rural conditions and the role of forests in it, (c) a 
quantitative survey to ascertain the distribution of these representations. As the research was part of a 
trans-European comparative study, the research was carried out in conformity with the harmonised 
research methodology, which was developed within the framework of the Multifor.RD project. 
 
Report of the survey results in Ede and Stadskanaal 
 
This reports presents the results of both the qualitative and the quantitative survey which were carried 
out in Ede and Stadskanaal. The combination of the results of the two research activities provides an in-
depth description of the perspectives in both municipalities regarding the quality of the area and its 
future as well as about the role of forests in the area. Special attention is given to the perspectives of 
the community inhabitants at the one hand, and landowners at the other hand. This distinction was made 
in order to be able to distinguish the consumer and producer dimensions of rural production processes 
and rural landscape management. This report will present the basic empirical results of both surveys. In 
a separate synthesis report the results will be further assessed regarding the scientific significance of 
the findings as well as regarding its policy implications. 
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Executive Summary 
 
In 1999 a EU/FAIR funded research project on ‘Multifunctional forestry as a means to rural development, 
establishing criteria for region-specific strategies for balancing public demands and forest owners’ 
objectives’ (Multifor.RD) was started.  This project aims to investigate practices, attitudes and 
perceptions concerning the contribution of forests and forestry to rural development in 9 European 
countries. The Forest and Nature Conservation Policy group, Department of Environmental Sciences, 
Wageningen University, was responsible for the Dutch contribution to this study. In each country 
research was carried out in two case-study areas, i.e. a traditional forest area and an area with recent 
afforestation. In order to enable comparative analysis of data from the various participating countries, a 
common harmonised research methodology was used. The research consisted of three phases: (a) 
systematic description of the research area, (b) a quantitative survey amongst community inhabitants, 
landowners and policy makers, and (c) a follow-up quantitative survey amongst community inhabitants 
and landowners. In the Netherlands the research was carried out in the municipality of Ede (a traditional 
forest area) and the municipality of Stadskanaal (an afforestation area). The areas were selected on the 
basis of representing two contrasting Dutch rural conditions rather than being representative for a-priori 
defined rural and/or forestry conditions. This report presents the empirical results of both the qualitative 
and the quantitative surveys in these two research areas. In a separate synthesis report the results will 
be further discussed in respect to their relevance for forestry development in the Netherlands, including 
their policy implications. 
 
The quantitative survey aimed at obtaining a detailed insight in the nature of the various perspectives 
regarding the present and desired future role of forests in rural communities.  From the results of the 
qualitative survey in Ede and Stadskanaal it can be concluded that, according the interviewees, the 
forests in Ede contribute more to the local quality of life than the forests in Stadskanaal. Ede ‘scores’ 
higher on the various criterions for forests contributing towards quality of life, especially on the criterion 
‘landscape identity’. Whereas in Ede forests are mainly valued for ecological and socio-cultural values, in 
Stadskanaal they are predominantly valued for economic and socio-cultural values. In Ede forests are not 
perceived as a part of the rural countryside, but as a separate area. This forest and nature area is more 
highly valued than the agricultural countryside and people feel highly attached to it. In contrast, in 
Stadskanaal the forests are considered as an integral part of the rural countryside. The agricultural area 
is valued as being more important than the forests, and people feel less attached to the forests than in 
Ede. As Stadskanaal has no tradition with forests, the new forests have caused some fear resulting in a 
controversy over the impacts of afforestation on the landscape identity. Habituation and (not) carefully 
dealing with community interests are important factors in the appreciation of the new forests. As soon 
as a possible afforestation of the agricultural countryside of Ede was mentioned, inhabitants and 
interested persons had similar reactions as in Stadskanaal. Afforestation of agricultural areas is not so 
obvious as it sometimes is presented in policy documents. 
 
The comparative results of the qualitative surveys in the various European countries served as the basis 
for the formulation of a standard questionnaire for follow-up study on the distribution of the various 
perceptions on the present and desired future role of forestry for rural development. This questionnaire 
was administered to both community inhabitants and to landowners (farmers, foresters and forest-
farmers), with the latter group requiring the completion of additional questions pertaining to their 
enterprise. The total respondent population in Ede was 407 (255 community inhabitants, 152 
landowners) and in Stadskanaal 440 (262 community inhabitants and 178 landowners). 
 
Respondents in Ede are higher educated, wealthier, less unemployed and have larger households than 
the respondents in Stadskanaal. Most landowners are male and older than the community inhabitants. 
 
The group of landowners was also found to be less post-modern and more traditional in terms of their 
values. In summary, inhabitants could be regarded as the more progressive. 
 
Landowners in both areas are more strongly rooted than inhabitants are. People of Stadskanaal have a 
stronger connection to their locality than people of Ede have. The reverse is true for the attachment to 
the local forests: people of Ede are more attached to them, even stronger than to the area. Landowners 
are less attached to forests than inhabitants are. 
 
Respondents in both areas consider the identity of their area as rural, as opposed to urban. People of 
Ede associate their area more with nature and landscape aspects, while Stadskanaal more often points 
at economic activities in general, and at agriculture in particular. The most important economic activity 
in both areas is considered to be commercial trade. In Ede this is followed by tourism, whereas in 
Stadskanaal people value industry as the second activity. Agriculture is only the third important sector 
and forestry is hardly mentioned. The sample population in Ede feels their area is more over-developed 
and less rural. In Stadskanaal, on the contrary, people are more concerned about the weak economy in 
relation with the fact that the area has little to offer in terms of forests and nature. 
 
The poor condition of forests and nature in Stadskanaal leads to a strong wish for more forests in this 
area. Most of the Stadskanaal population states that the amount of forests in the area is too little, while 
most people of Ede consider the amount of forests as sufficient. Especially, inhabitants in Stadskanaal 
have strong wish for more forests than landowners have. As the respondents in Ede value their forests 
very high, it is not surprising that they are more concerned about forest threats than the people in 
Stadskanaal. Especially, pollution and urban development are considered to be important threats.  
 
In both areas forests are considered to contribute significantly to local quality of life. Forests benefits 
are: their contribution to landscape identity, economy, protection of air, water and soil, and local culture. 
When people think the local forests are harmful, they consider forests as a threat for other land uses, 
forests are against the local wishes and forests deteriorate the landscape. Landowners in general, and 
the ones of Stadskanaal in particular, are the respondents who perceive relatively the most harmful 
aspects as well. Of all the respondents, one quarter belongs to the ‘enthusiasts’, people who adore the 
local forests in every respect. A small group belongs to the ‘adversaries’. This group is, however, 
relatively large in Stadskanaal, especially amongst farmers. 
In this study, most landowners are farmers, a smaller group consists of forest-farmers and less than 
10% is purely forest owner. Farmers in Ede deal mainly with intensive live stock farming on small 
properties, whereas Stadskanaal deals mainly with crop farming on fairly large properties. Afforestation 
or allowing land to return to nature is not highly considered by Dutch farmers as it is not financially 
attractive enough or that the land is too productive. Most of them want to continue their farming 
practices or to sell their land for good money. Foresters manage mainly for landscape and 
environmental reasons and hardly for economic purposes. Recreation is of somewhat importance. In 
Stadskanaal, the foresters are relatively more aesthetic-oriented, whereas in Ede they are more 
‘accessible nature’ oriented. Farm-foresters manage their land relatively often for their own interest. 
 
The people of Ede display negative attitudes towards local authorities, as they do not feel respected or 
proper consulted, whereas the people of Stadskanaal are satisfied with them. Inhabitants are more in 
favour of strict regulations and broad public involvement in land use decision-making than landowners 
are. The more positive people are about the local forests the more they agree with strict regulation and 
public involvement. Most respondents agree with public financing of private landowners for society’s 
interest, particularly with activities that have nothing to do with their core business, such as the 
enhancement of landscape and recreation opportunities. There is less support for forest management 
 
and afforestation in general. There is a conflict between farmers and foresters as according to the 
former group there is an unfair competition due to all kind of forestry regulations and grant systems. 
Moreover, there is a general belief amongst both farmers and foresters that there would be no 
afforestation without grants or subsidies. At the same moment, hardly any of the farmers is interested in 
getting involved in the afforestation schemes. 
 
Rural development is about possible future perspectives for rural areas. Environmental issues, as a 
result from an increasing anti-development attitude, play an important role in the preferred future for 
Ede. In Stadskanaal, on the contrary, economic prosperity plays an important role. There are no big 
differences between inhabitants and landowners’ future wishes, except for the first group wishes more 
nature and forests, whereas the latter one relatively more intensive factory farming. Three coherent 
discourses could be differentiated: nature development (> 40%), organic rurality development (some 
30%) and economic development (some 25%). In Ede, the nature development discourse is dominant 
while in Stadskanaal all discourses are more or less equal strong present. The quest for nature unites 
both areas; the quest for economic impulses divides both areas. With respect to desired forest 
functions, all respondents give protection, conservation and landscape functions high priority. It is in line 
with the above that the people in Ede and inhabitants in general are more in favour of the environmental 
and aesthetic functions of the forests than the people in Stadskanaal and landowners in general, while 
the reverse is true for recreation and business activities. 
 
To conclude, landowners are generally less positive about forests than community inhabitants and put 
relatively more emphasis on economic and/or organic-rurality development than on nature and 
landscape development. Nonetheless, it appears that their perspective on the role of forests differs 
from that of the inhabitants in a relative rather than absolute sense. This illustrates that within the two 
case study areas a general common opinion exists about the role of forests: forests are predominantly 
valued for their contribution to quality of life and local identity rather than to primary economic 
production and income generation. The differences in rurality characteristics of the two study areas are 
reflected in the perspectives on forests. People in the highly-urban influenced community of Ede 
consider that both agricultural and urban developments are threatening the quality of life, and they highly 
value forests as providing an antipode to such over-development. People in the diversified rural area of 
Stadskanaal still consider farming to form an essential component of the local identity. Consequently, 
they value forests as an enrichment of the living environment, but forests should not unduly compete 
with agricultural production and thus change the local rural identity. 
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1. Conceptual framework and research methodology 
 
 
The objective of the qualitative survey is to establish qualitative knowledge of forest owners’ and public 
perceptions, attitudes and practices with respect to the role of multifunctional forestry in rural 
development. Apart from this, it also serves as a basis for the development of the quantitative survey. 
The theoretical and methodological frame elaborated for the qualitative survey is published in the report 
“Elaboration o  Harmonised Survey Methodology” (Le Floch et al., 1999). During a joint workshop in 
Bordeaux 1999 the agreed upon the frame itself and the practical implications. 
f
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
 
 
Phenomenology as a theoretical frame of reference 
 
As the main aim of the research is to obtain an insight about the mental models of representation that 
people have of each study area and the role forests play in it, the research was qualitative in nature and 
the information required was gathered by means of in-depth interviews. The research questions were 
formulated as follows:  
Are forests of any significance (personal or otherwise) to the actors using the area?  
How are forests and forestry experienced within the area?  
What meanings and values do actors attribute to forests?  
 
Considering the general objectives of the research and the qualitative nature of the survey, a 
phenomenological approach was used as a theoretical frame of reference. Walmsley and Lewis (1993) 
define phenomenology as “the precise and accurate description and account of the phenomena we 
encounter in the world, without the distorting influence of a priori and unclarified assumptions”. Four 
basic principles upon which phenomenology is based can be distinguished (Le Floch et al., 1999; 
Schutz, 1971). The first one is the idea that reality is a construction. People are not independent of the 
world they live in; there exists no objective reality, because in order to “know” our world, we attribute a 
meaning to it (Schutz, 1971). Besides, according to Schutz (1971), each of us observe only certain 
aspects of the real world; relevance is not inherent in nature as such (i.e. some things are relevant to us, 
others are not. The construction of reality, or the attribution of meanings, is not an individual process, 
but is fundamentally socially determined: it is the social construction of reality. Schutz then writes about 
the “intersubjective world”, and not about “subjective (or individual) world”. 
 
The implications of these principles during the in-depth interviews are influential. Some examples are (Le 
Floch et al., 1999; Walmsley and Lewis, 1993): 
the enquiry proceeds from pure consciousness without presupposing an existing world;  
the interview is a co-construction (the discourse is itself reflexive);  
the objects of inquiry cannot be specified a priori: the researcher sets the stage, the interviewee 
makes the script; all meanings or values are legitimate;  
the interviewer must have an empathic attitude;  
the interview starts from the daily experience in order to let the interviewee settle in his/her own 
world of reference).  
 
Actor groups
 
The choice of the interviewees is guided by two principles. First of all, as we want to interview persons 
about their experience with the area, persons were selected on affiliation with and general knowledge of 
the area, e.g. inhabitants visiting the forest on a regular basis and persons representing associations or 
interest groups were chosen in that way. Moreover, as the aim of this phase is to get insight in the 
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diversity of person-forest-area relationships, we assumed that this diversity is based upon people daily 
practices with respect to ‘land’ and ‘forestry’. We defined three a priori categories of actors:  
• 
• 
• 
 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
actor group I including actors who have a land use economic and productive activity in the area 
labelled as producers;  
actor group II comprising actors who ‘use’ the area such as inhabitants (other than farmers or forest 
owners/ managers), recreationists and tourists labelled as consumers;  
actor group III consisting of actors who do not ‘use’ the area but who are involved in public policy 
and politics, lobbying or who have a certain interest in the area labelled as decision makers/interest
groups. 
 
Analysis 
 
This phenomenological approach for conducting the qualitative survey was commonly used by each 
participating country. As a consequence, the findings are highly context specific. Comparative analysis 
of the interview results is the next step in the research, which requires, however, a certain amount of 
unanimity on concepts and standpoints out of which can be compared (Bennett, 1996). Therefore, the 
analysis consisted of two phases: 
First of all, a content analysis was performed in which the main objects of the interview were 
identified. Besides, the qualifications of the subjects and the used oppositions and associations to 
structure the discourse were noted. Next, a transverse analysis of all the interviews on the different 
discourse subjects was performed.  
In the second phase, the final analysis was focused on answering the research objectives with 
respect to multifunctional forestry and its role in rural development. 
 
Implementation of the Qualitative Survey in the Netherlands 
 
In the traditional forest area Ede 32 interviews and in the afforestation area Stadskanaal 33 interviews 
are conducted from October 1999 until January 2000 (see Table 1.1 and Appendix 1). The duration of 
the interviews varied from one quarter of an hour until two hours. All interviews were tape-recorded. In 
total, 5 interviewers have conducted all the interviews. The interviews have been analysed in the period 
December 1999-March 2000. 
 
The interviewees were selected in three different ways: 
key persons were selected on affiliation with and general knowledge of the area (see before); 
the interviews with key persons or other interviewees often led to knowledge of other persons, who 
afterwards were contacted and interviewed (snowball technique); 
finally some persons were met during a visit in a forest or an area with summerhouses. 
 
Some methodological remarks about the final distribution of the interviewees are: 
In general, we can conclude that several persons are very hard to place in only one actor group. In 
actor group 1 there are people, who are not actually “deriving their livelihood from agriculture or 
forestry”, but just posses some forest and therefore are labelled as “producer”. There are also local 
“producers” or “consumers” among the “interest groups and decision makers” in group 3. It is in 
such cases sometimes difficult to distinguish if he/she talks as a decision-maker, a consumer or a 
producer, even though it is made clear from the start for the interviewee why he/she is interviewed. 
This is of course a fundamentally methodological problem, when the actor groups have to be 
compared. 
Besides, the gender aspect is not equally distributed; maximally, one out five respondents is female. 
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A general problem was related to the age of the respondents; none of our respondents was younger 
than 25 years. 
• 
• 
• 
• 
In the ‘producer’ actor group, people deriving their livelihood ‘indirectly’ of the forest areas are 
interviewed as well. In some areas, the wood industry is relying upon the forests; in Ede and 
surroundings, an extensive tourist and recreation commercial sector exists because of the presence 
of forest and nature areas. The wood industry, if present, imports the wood out of Scandinavia or 
Eastern Europe. They are not attached to the area and were not willing to co-operate in the 
interview. 
Another general problem is that the interviews are done in a period of the year, where very few 
tourists are in the areas. Consequently, the number of interviews in actor group 2 remained 
relatively small. 
Finally, the overall impression is that relatively many people, especially out of actor group 2 and 3, 
have an extremely affection to forest and nature issues. 
 
 
Table 1.1 Interviewed people in the two case study areas in the Netherlands (in between brackets the number of 
interviews) 
 Traditional forest area “Ede” Afforestation area “Stadskanaal” 
Actor group 1: 
People deriving their 
livelihood from 
agriculture or 
forestry (producers) 
Farmers (4) 
Forest owners/managers (6) 
Tourist-recreational entrepreneurs (3) 
Wood company (1)  
 
Total: 14 interviews 
Farmers (3) 
Forest owners/managers (5) 
Tourist-recreational entrepreneurs (3) 
-  
 
Total: 11 interviews 
Actor group 2: 
Local Community 
Member and Visitors 
(consumers) 
Inhabitants (4) 
Recreationists (2) 
Tourists (1)  
 
Total: 7 interviews 
Inhabitants (6) 
Recreationists (3) 
-  
 
Total: 9 interviews 
Actor group 3: 
Politicians, Lobbyists 
and NGO’s (interest 
groups and decision 
makers) 
Governmental Organisations: 
Local Policy makers (4) 
Ministry concerned with Rural 
Development (1) 
Municipal Environmental Education Centre 
(1) 
 
NGO: 
Tourist Office (1) 
Environmental organisation (1) 
Agricultural union (1) 
Game Management (1) 
Association ‘Maintenance Cultural 
Heritage and/or Local liveability’ (1) 
 
Total: 11 interviews 
Governmental Organisations: 
Local Policy makers (2) 
Provincial Policy makers (2) 
Ministry concerned with afforestation and 
land use (2) 
 
 
NGO: 
Tourist Office (1) 
Environmental organisation (2) 
Agricultural union (1) 
Association of Wood culture (1) 
Association Maintenance Cultural Heritage 
and/or ‘Local liveability’ (2) 
 
Total: 13 interviews 
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Some remarks about the distribution of interviewees in Ede and Stadskanaal are: 
The size of each actor group is more or less equal in both case study areas. Besides, the internal 
segmentation within each actor group corresponds as well; 
• 
• 
• 
• 
Actor group 1: some more producers have been interviewed in Ede than in Stadskanaal. Only in 
Ede, we have managed to involve a wood company in the research (see before); 
Actor group 2: in Stadskanaal, we have -compared to Ede- interviewed more inhabitants and less 
tourists; 
Actor group 3: In Stadskanaal we have spoken with two policy makers at the provincial level, 
whereas in Ede we have not spoken with them at all. 
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2. Ede, a traditional forest area 
 
 
It is remarkable that most respondents do not perceive the forests as a part of the rural area. According 
to most people, except for the town of Ede itself, the municipality of Ede has two parts: a forest and 
nature part, and a rural part. The rural area refers to the agrarian countryside of Ede, which is called the 
‘Gelderse Vallei’.  
 
 
Table 2.1 Two distinct areas in the municipality of Ede 
Gelderse Vallei 
(agricultural part of Ede municipality) 
? Veluwe 
(forest and nature part of Ede municipality) 
 
 
Interviewees do not consider the forests to be part of the rural area. In most interviews, a deliberate 
shift had to be made from the forests to the rural area. This made us aware of the fact these two parts 
of Ede are separated, both in daily practices of people as in policy and management practices: 
  
“daily reality points out that there is a sort of “Chinese Wall” in between the Veluwe and the Gelderse 
Vallei” (forest manager) 
 
Therefore, we will discuss the interview results on the forests and the rural area successively. In the first 
two paragraphs, we will analyse the discourses on forests and forestry. In the third and fourth 
paragraph, the relation of the interviewed people with the rural area will be discussed. In the fifth 
paragraph, we will focus on the issue of rural development and the role of forestry in it. 
 
 
2.1 Experiences  with forests 
 
In the interviews, all forests are placed under the umbrella of the larger forest and nature reserves in the 
municipality of Ede, which form a part of the bigger Veluwe area. The forests are mentioned 
simultaneously with the other major nature types (heather and sand dunes), that are distributed around 
the Veluwe in a mosaic pattern. Sometimes, when people refer to forests they include all these terrain 
types. 
 
 
2.1.1 Practices 
 
The practices of the interviewed people with the forest are sometimes leisure-oriented: hiking, cycling, 
game watching, photographing, walking the dog, etc. Some people do these activities on a regular 
basis; others do it more rarely.  
 
“My wife and I, we both like to walk, once a week a long walk and every day an hour of walking is 
very common” (Recreation ent epreneur) r
 
The impact that the forest has on the activities of people differs from case to case. However, there is a 
reasonable amount of people who claim that the forest is very important for them. A number of people 
even indicate that they are real ‘nature people’.  
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Besides, people have professional practices: the management of a forest, guiding of forest excursions 
on behalf of a nature education foundation, development of future plans for the forest and nature area 
and management of small landscape elements by farmers. Professional activities that are related to 
forest are sometimes activities ‘on a distance’, for instance policy making for nature, landscape or 
recreation or lobbying. Others are, due to their practices in forest management, already very often in the 
forest. Furthermore, (semi-) professional activities can be distinguished like leading excursions. The 
farmers who were interviewed deal, apart from living close to a forest or spending leisure time in a 
forest, with the forest professionally. They were active in, for instance, forest maintenance and tree 
planting and especially recently with the new planting of mainly hedgerows within the framework of 
municipal landscape management plans. For entrepreneurs in the tourist and recreation sector the 
forest means more than just a nice surrounding of their business; many manage the forest their 
company is situated in, sometimes even when they are only ‘leasing’ it. 
 
A lot of people have one or more favourite forests for their visits. This preference often originates from 
the nearby location of the forest to their home or personal attachment (e.g. “as a kid I always used to go
there”). Some forest managers prefer to recreate in the same forest they manage (‘their own’), but 
others prefer visiting other areas. There is even a group of people, for who forests play an important 
part in their professional live, that for leisure activities they rather go to a different environment like the 
seaside and the beach.
  
 
r  t
 
t
r
 
 
2.1.2 Values 
 
In general the forests of Ede are highly valued by the interviewers. To some people, experiencing the 
forest belongs to the basic living conditions (existential value). A municipal forest manager expressed 
the meaning of forest to him: 
 
“I would say it means food and water to me” 
 
Two inhabitants of Ede: 
 
“The forest should fit like a coat around you, then you walk in a fo est. If it doesn’ , if it feels like a 
wide cloak, then you don’t feel at home” 
“Forest means so much to me, that I cannot live without it” 
 
The forests in Ede are part of the bigger forest and nature area ‘the Veluwe’. Several respondents state 
that it is a privilege to live close to such a beautiful area, which is rather exceptional in the densely 
populated Netherlands. 
 
Next, the forests have an instrumen al value: people use it for different purposes. Many use it for 
recreation. Some interviewees talk about the importance of being in a natural environment, away from 
daily stress, recovering, and experiencing peace and quietness. One respondent even mentioned ‘health 
value of nature’; his kids suffer from asthma and the clean air gives relief. Recreational entrepreneurs, 
farmers and forest managers use the forest for economic purposes as they are either being subsidised 
for nature management or landscape management, being indirectly dependent upon its presence or 
earning a living in forest management. 
 
Forests also have a perception value. Esthetical aspects, which are often connected to biological 
aspects, play an important role in the experience of forests. People like to experience a va ied and 
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contrasted forest, which is open and closed, dark and light, with different tree species, with deciduous 
trees and pine trees, situated in different landscape types (heather, sand dunes, forest, brooks, 
meadows). Variation is according to the respondents the most important aspect for the experience of 
forest and landscape.  
 
“A more varied and richer forest is the most attractive, with ferns, oaks, beeches and sorbus trees,
having a kind of natural appearance suggesting natural spon aneous growth.” (Inhab ant) 
 
t it
t  
 
A lot of people appreciate the peace and quietness of nature. Some people prefer especially the more 
quiet areas. Furthermore, the respondents mention the presence of animals and game, natural 
regeneration, the positive experience in deciduous forest or even the negative experience of production 
forest, the cultural value and so on and so forth. The difference in experience in the different seasons is 
also an aspect, which regularly is being mentioned (‘something different every visit’). 
 
Management methods can sometimes have an important influence on the experience of the forest. 
Respondents, however, vary strongly in their opinion concerning this. More over this issue follows later 
in the text. A somewhat older forest manager has a remarkable different opinion from the other 
respondents concerning the experience of a forest: 
 
“A nice forest is a Douglas forest, with predominantly straight stems, this is wonderful to walk in” 
(former forest manager) 
 
The experiences of forest managers seems to be greatly influenced by their occupation; they are 
substantially more aware of the management in the visited area and notice more different technical 
aspects than the average visitor.  
 
 
2.2 Opinions on forest functions and management 
 
 
2.2.1 Functions 
 
Nature is the most important function of the forests in Ede. This nature function is mainly perceived from 
an ecological perspective. People primarily think of biological values as variation of species and 
biotopes for species, presence of animals, resting area for animals and suchlike. 
 
“So the real function of fores of nature, of birds and suchlike, than you can say what values it really
has” (Recreation entrepreneur/farmer) 
 
The ecological values of the forests are of eminent interest. A large group ranks this aspect the highest. 
Real opponents to nature can hardly be found; one respondent doesn’t like nature forests and finds it 
essential that production forest returns. Apart from that, the value of forests (patches) and other 
landscape elements for the ecological connection between different nature areas are mentioned very 
often. These nature areas can be large, for instance the nature areas the ‘Veluwe’ and the ‘Utrechtse 
Heuvelrug’, or smaller, ‘isolated patches of green’ are mentioned very often. These ecological 
connections are on national as well as on a local level very important and are an important item of the 
Dutch nature policy.  
 
A striking difference in opinions of people about this nature function is related to its relation to human 
beings. For some people nature has an ultimate goal in itself, an intrinsic value that should be protected 
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from human influences. For other people, nature and human beings should get along with each other. 
Especially, this difference in opinion is especially expressed by people’s view upon recreation. 
 
The recreational function, offering an attractive and accessible area, is an aspect, which is easily 
recognised and often brought up. However, the precise interpretation can vary (for example kind of 
activity, intensity of recreation). The forest is the location where modern mankind can escape daily 
reality, to calm down and get some fresh air. Accessibility of the forest and nature areas is perceived as 
essential in this context.  At the same time, the needs of the intrinsic value of nature, for example, wild 
life presence, must be protected. This implicates to many respondents that not every part of the forest 
should be accessible. However, opinions on the extent to which areas should be secluded from human 
entrance vary significantly. Recreation is to some extent profitable for the owners because for opening 
of the forest for visitors grants will be provided by the government. 
 
Hunting can be seen as part of the recreational function of a forest, which can be exploited, as a 
commercial activity. However, in the Netherlands hunting does not play an important role anymore and is 
socially not very accepted. 
 
It is often mentioned that forests contribute to the amelioration of the landscape. Besides, landscape 
identity and cultural history are important aspects concerning a ‘landscape’. Landscape can play a role 
in economic terms for e.g. farmers who participate in landscape management. The farmers that have 
been interviewed, however, were never involved in it just for the economic benefits. 
 
Furthermore, the forest can have an educational function. It can make people realise the value of nature 
in general. However, only a few people mention this function, in general those who are involved in 
education themselves. 
 
By a part of the respondents, especially forest managers and policymakers, the possible wood 
production function of the forest was put forward. This function, however, is seen as relatively 
unimportant in the Netherlands. This is due to the costs of management, which are too high compared 
to the revenues and costs of imported wood products. Very often wood production is a function that 
used to be very important but which more often had to make place for nature and recreation.  
 
” 
 
 
“Because I’ve sold thousands and thousands of Christmas trees. That was a great profit for us.
 (representative interest group/former forest manager) 
“Hardly any wood comes from our own forest here. Most of the wood comes from Germany, 
Czechoslovakia or even Poland.” (manager lumberyard) 
 
However, some people object this as an ‘irresponsible attitude’ because of the immense Dutch wood 
consumption; therefore, wood production should be valued more. Moreover, because increasing the self 
support level of wood is an important goal in national forest policy. Nowadays, wood production is 
mostly not a goal in itself, but seen as one of the ways to finance the management. Finally, forests can 
be seen as an extra possibility for farmers to get an income besides their agricultural activities because 
of governmental grants and profits from wood. 
 
The economic relevance of the forests in the municipality of Ede is high. They facilitate –indirectly- two 
functions. First of all, they provide an attractive and sought-after environment for the building of housing 
and office blocks. The forest richness of the area pushes the prices of land and consequently the prices 
that have to be paid for houses, commercial buildings, office blocks and other forms of real estate up.  
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Secondly, forests create an attractive environment for tourism. The forest and nature areas of Ede 
belong to one of the most important tourist areas of the Netherlands, which is the earlier mentioned 
Veluwe. Yearly hundreds of thousands of day-trippers and tourists visit the area for one day or stay in it 
for holidays.  
 
Terrain owners in principle do not benefit from these profits. For the Municipality of Ede the economic 
functions, however, are of great importance. 
 
A special function of the forest and nature areas in the municipality of Ede and in many other areas on 
the Veluwe is the military use. The Ministry of Defence manages and uses a large number of fields. 
These are very often situated at the poor sand lands, because in the past the richer soils were used for 
mainly agricultural and sometimes forestry purposes. The fields are being used as shooting and practice 
area. Military use of forested and nature fields is only discussed in the interview with a respondent from 
the army. 
 
In general, it can be concluded according to most respondents that both nature and recreation are the 
most important functions of the forest of Ede, both from a socio-cultural as an ecological perspective. In 
general it can be stated that the economic value of the forest is not the most important. Employment, 
income and gaining a profit out of the forest are hardly mentioned. Other ecological functions like water 
management and retaining of soil are not being tackled in the interviews. 
 
Apart from forest managers and policy makers, the interviewees only indirectly make remarks on the 
multifunctional use of the forest. Almost every respondent recognises the multi-functionality of forests. 
Most interviewees acknowledge that nature and recreation go side by side and that the landscape 
function is of increasing importance. Wood production, on the other hand, is hardly important to most 
interviewees. As soon as the subject is deepened, opinions differ. Some give priority to nature, others to 
recreation, hardly anybody prefers wood production. More on this topic follows in the next paragraph. 
 
 
2.2.2 Management 
 
From traditional to multifunctional forest management 
 
Most of the respondents notice that in the course of time the points of departure of forest management 
have changed. In the past wood production was a very dominant function and nature and recreation 
were present though only in the sideline or considered of minor importance, whereas at present it is 
oppositely. Besides, the management of the forest was often approached in a monofunctional way, 
whereas at present all interviewees (semi-)professional involved in forest management apply the term 
multifunctional forestry. 
 
 
Table 2.2 Fores  management in the past and a  present t t
Past ? Present 
Functions of the forest: 
Timber dominant 
 
? 
Functions of the forest: 
Nature, recreation, tourism and landscape 
Traditional (monofunctional) 
Management 
 
? 
Multifunctional (integrated) forest 
Management 
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Nowadays, nature is considered to be much more important than it used to be. Besides, most people 
acknowledge that each function has its own value that can exist next to another function. In general, all 
interviewees and especially forest owners and forest managers are generally very positive about this 
development. They share the opinion that the current management method stimulates a more varied 
forest that is rich in structure. This makes the forest more interesting and attractive. One respondent 
who used to be the manager of a municipal forest finds the new integrated forms of management a 
negative development where the potential of the forest (straight stems producing a good quality of 
wood) is not being used and the forest appearance is highly neglected:  
 
“…that all tha crooked wood and the weeds flourish, they just leave it like that and don’t even plant 
new trees, what can grow there grows there. We do not agree with this method and are protesting 
against it” (representative interest group/former forest manager) 
t   
r
 
Others, including the present forest managers, understand that such a dramatic change in forest 
management can be quite difficult to grasp by the old generation of forest managers. The new 
management is very often a ‘folding or rocking chair’ (=doing nothing) management. Some managers 
find this the perfect method; others find it the most difficult method: 
 
“It has been a big change to the traditional fo estry (...) In the very beginning I considered myself to 
be farmer of a field full of trees, all straight plots and a clear-cut system. Well, that wasn’t much fun 
and stands in contrast with the later developments. I’m very enthusiastic about it” (forest manager) 
 
Two groups of forest lovers 
 
Basically, two different groups can be distinguished: one group of ‘ecological-oriented forest lovers’ and 
one group of ‘gardened forest lovers’. The former group prefers to recreate in a forest with dead 
branches and dead trees, deciduous trees and with limited human intervention in the forest. Some 
recreants find the dead wood what is left lying in the forest pretty or positive because that stimulates the 
growth of fungi: 
 
“What also appeals to me is that there is a lot more dead wood in the forest nowadays. Fungi use 
this wood to grow on.” (Recreationist) 
 
 
Table 2.3 Two group of forest lovers 
Gardened forest lovers ? Ecological-oriented forest lovers 
They prefer a ? Others a ‘nature-look-alike’ forest 
Forests serves needs human beings ? Forest serves nature needs 
Controlled forest management ? Forest management: let-nature-develop-itself 
Cleaned paths/trails ? The leaving behind of dead trees and branches 
Varied forest with combined species ? Deciduous species 
 
 
The latter group prefers to recreate in a ‘clean’ and organised forest, with deciduous and exotic tree 
species, and (mostly) with extensive recreational facilities. Others are of opinion that the more natural 
forest management is not well thought trough, looking messy and neglected: 
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“Than you walk through a dead ruined, havoc forest, I really can’t see what purpose it has” 
(representative interest group) 
 
 
r  
“It is not being cleaned. That make it less accessible” (manager lumberyard) 
 
Some farmers and people with an agricultural background are of opinion that the current forest- and 
nature management, and especially nature development (often on old agricultural fields), also leads to 
unattractive brushwood with a lot of thistles and stinging nettles. However not all farmers share this 
opinion. In this respect, there is some kind a gap between forest managers, no matter what organisation 
they represent, and other interviewees (farmers, inhabitants). 
 
Different approaches within multifunctional forest management 
 
Despite the fact that the present view on forest management and its practices are broadly supported, 
there is still considerable debate about the nature of nature (intrinsic value ? value related to human 
practices) and the extent nature is allowed to determine the organisation and appearance of the forest. 
Different terrain owners give different accents of functions to their forests and they are aware of this. 
However, differences in policy and management are considered minor, and it does not stand in the way 
of co-operation between the different owners. In table 2.3, the main differences between forest owners 
that apply integrated forest management and forest owners that apply natural forest management are 
presented.  
 
Forest owners that apply integrated forest management try to serve both groups of recreationists. The 
municipality of Ede considers recreation very important: the municipal forests are for the local people. 
Besides, wood production and nature are important functions. In the military fields the use for military 
activities is the first priority, apart from that special care is being taken to preserve nature, cultural 
historic and archaeological values. Nature becomes more and more important. Different developments 
in the fields show a combination of nature and military use. For another large terrain owner is, apart 
from the recreation and nature value, especially the cultural value very important. Their policy is to 
intertwine nature and culture.  
 
 
Table 2.4 The main differences between integ ated forest management and nature forest management
Integrated forest management ? Nature forest management 
Controlled forest management ? Forest management: let-nature-develop-itself 
(folding chair management) 
In principle are all functions equal ? Nature function dominant 
Flexible use of spatial zoning of functions ? Strict spatial zoning of functions 
Serves both user groups ? Serves ecological-oriented forest lovers 
Preference for deciduous species belong here, less 
rigorous removal of exotic species 
? Only deciduous species belong here, removal of 
exotic species 
 
 
For forest owners (nature conservation organisations) who apply nature forest management the value of 
nature is the most important. Recreation is welcome as so far as it concerns ‘quiet recreation focused 
on nature’. They are aiming at the ‘ecological-oriented’ visitor.  
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A clear separation between the different functions within the forests is not considered ideal among both 
management groups. They agree that nature and recreation are suitable to combine. However, their 
actual approach towards recreation is very distinct. Nature forest managers point out that a more 
natural forest is also automatically more attractive for recreation, while a more productive forests is not. 
Besides, they state that the access of the forest for visitors is very important, as recreational behaviour 
in the forest can also help to make people more aware what value nature can posses. However, 
combining different functions can create a conflict. According to a lot of respondents recreation can 
have a negative effect on nature and the appreciation of it. Some state the success of a forest (in terms 
of number of visitors) is at the same time a measurement for the threat is poses for nature, which is a 
paradox situation. 
 
“The success of a forest is at the same time the problem” (forest owner/manager) 
 
On the other hand some people of the integrated forest managers state that recreation forms the single 
reason that forests in the Netherlands still exist. Accessibility of forest and nature reserves improves the 
social support for it.  
 
Both manager types are of opinion that the high pressure on the forests in the Netherlands requires 
zoning, which is an instrument in the fine-tuning of the different functions. For example, a normal aspect 
of zoning within the Netherlands is the implementation of rest zones for game. Opinions about zoning 
vary greatly. Forest owners and nature lovers that support the principles of nature forest management 
are advocating it, others do not (“what is the value of nature if you can not enjoy it?”). The next quote 
illustrates that opinion: 
 
“It is a pity that so little people can enjoy it, I suppose you can say-it is a rest area, we are going to 
close it, but what does i  bring you?” (representative interest group) t
 
The more liberal forest managers and recreationists notice in the (somewhat larger) areas a 
spontaneous zoning of recreation. Most of the visitors stay in the outer border parts of the area; the 
centre stays much more quite. Here only the real nature lovers and peace seekers can be found. 
Both types of forest owners also take deliberately large transformations in order to increase the amount 
of dead wood, more structure, variation and local species. However, the integrated forest manager 
facilitates the ‘organised forest lover’ by cleaning the paths and trails and their direct surroundings, 
whereas the nature forest manager does this less. 
 
Managing exotic tree species 
 
Also remarkable is that a lot of respondents find the conversion management of some forest owners to 
harsh, which has -according to them- a negative effect on the appreciation of the area. This has also to 
do with the rigid elimination of exotic tree species in the forests of Ede. A discussion about this topic 
has found place several years ago. Opinions varied greatly and the emotions got high, the press had 
even showed interest in the topic (Lub, 2000). This aspect is tackled by a number of the interviewed 
people. It is true most people prefer broad-leaved trees above spruce trees, but their presence is 
important in recreational terms because they provide the wished variety. According to the latter group, 
this ‘mismanagement’ is ‘not taking care of our common resources’; according to other it is disputable 
whether ‘exotic tree species’ do not belong in the Netherlands and broad-leaved trees do. 
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Clear felling management is perceived negatively: 
 
“at the ‘Sysselt there used to be quite large fields of which people say ‘it does not belong to this 
country, so we will pull them down’. The only point I have against that is, let this part recover first 
before you pull down another field, how long does it take before the forest has returned? Do it in 
phases…provide protection for wildlife and young trees! This annoys me.” (inhabitant) 
 
One aspect that is being brought to attention several times, is the importance of good education and 
communication towards the inhabitants and the recreants about the plans which are being developed 
and the management which is taking place. The importance of this has proven itself in the ‘exotic tree 
issue’, which took place in Ede (Lub, 2000). 
 
 
2.3 Experiences with the rural area  
 
 
 
2.3.1 Practices 
 
Professional activities are, of course, farming. Apart from that, farmers are sometimes involved in the 
management of landscape elements, such as hedgerows, forest parcels and pools. The importance of 
the rural area for farming activities is great. Several municipal officials are involved in the rural area 
because they have to deal with policymaking for the rural area or give advice on how to manage the 
landscape. Representatives of interest groups are sometimes also active on a (semi-) professional level, 
for instance with agriculture, recreation or unwanted urban development. 
 
Leisure activities also take place in the rural area, but the majority of respondents preferred to recreate 
in the actual forest and nature areas. Some people hardly ever get to those areas. When it is extremely 
busy in the forest and/or very nice weather (‘too much shadow in the forest’), recreation in the rural 
areas can be a good alternative. People do not go for a walk or hike in this area, but mostly cycle. The 
variation in the landscape is not big enough for a hike. Cycling is faster and can cross a bigger area. In 
the forest and in nature reserves the variation, which occurs on small distances, is more suited for 
hiking. Some like to walk in the rural area or go bird watching there. When people travel to certain 
destination the area is sometimes crossed. 
 
2.3.2 Values 
 
For several people the area means a valuable change from the forest and nature areas. The feeling that 
‘the rural area also has its charms’ seems to be common for a lot of interviewed people. However, a lot 
of people still find that, in comparison with the actual nature and forest areas, the rural area really 
cannot compete. Respondents with an agricultural background have in general a more positive opinion 
about the rural area. Different people experience the rural are and it’s elements in very different ways: 
 
“Monotonous, all large lawns and that’s about all you can find.” (Inhabitant) 
The countryside is experienced in different ways. The countryside is frequently associated with an open 
landscape of pastures, farms, fields, hedgerows, belts, etc.; small-scaled forest and nature can be part 
of this landscape. For the experience the variation in the landscape is once again very important. Some 
people dislike the rural area, because it is monotonous, large areas, a lot of fences, industrial 
agriculture, enormous silos and barns, everywhere corn, and so on. The small-scaled landscape, the 
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brooks, the hedgerows, the meadows with cows, the fields with crops, etc attract others. Probably, they 
refer to different landscape types within the rural area. Some parts are large-scaled and have a more 
industrial agricultural outlook; other parts are small(er)-scaled and have a more authentic outlook. Some 
people mentioned in particular that they dislike the increasing dominance of maize in the rural area that 
disturbs grand panoramas. 
 
 
2.4 Opinions on functions and management of the rural area 
 
 
2.4.1 Functions 
 
Agriculture used to be and still is the most important function of the rural area of Ede. Not only out of 
economic relevance, but also because ‘it belongs’ to Ede, it is part of the local history, part of the 
original identity of Ede (socio-cultural value). Ede used to be a small farmer’s village. The character 
change of the countryside represents the big changes the municipality of Ede went through in the recent 
past. Due to the decline in the agricultural sector, a lot of interviewees are uncertain about the future of 
this area. The pressure of modern society on this area is enormous: infrastructure, new residential areas 
of Ede, nature development, recreational areas, industry expansion, etc. Besides, most respondents 
wish that the farming culture within Ede will be able to survive the national reorganisation of the 
agricultural sector. Most interviewees want to preserve –more or less- the agricultural character of the 
area. First of all, people value its contribution to the identity of the rural area. Secondly, to some people, 
agriculture is highly important in the self-sufficiency of our food, especially in possibly difficult times (e.g. 
war). As it takes care of such a basic need of human beings, the future of farming is a concern of 
several people: 
 
“If we transform everything in industry and we let the pastures of the farmers become forest, what 
do we have then? Suppose that something happens once, then we have at least somewhere a 
potato….Else we are always dependant on foreign countries” (inhabitant) 
 
Almost all interviewees mention the landscape qualities of this part of the municipality of Ede. Its present 
appearance is historically grown and therefore its belongs to the history of Ede. Beside, it has aesthetic 
qualities. 
 
“It belongs to the charm of Ede, that Ede has got space that is not sacrificed completely to intensive 
farming” (forest manager) 
 
According to several interviewees the landscape quality is diminishing due to a more industrialised 
agriculture and the march of the build-up area. Recently, a local cultural heritage group has led strong 
opposition against a new residential area for 20,000 – 30,000 people. This area is on one of the most 
characteristic and best-maintained landscape parts of Ede of which the origin dates back to the 18th 
century. They have deliberately sought for national publicity and have fought up to the highest court of 
justice of the Netherlands. The plan has to be adapted on some parts and now the houses are being 
constructed, much to the regret of this local heritage group. On the other hand, some people observe 
that at particular places recently attempts are being made to restore the landscape in its original form. 
Several inhabitants express a deep wish to return to an authentic landscape: 
 
“t t tif ,  r  he area has to ge  beau ul again  we terribly would like to have those old co n fields back in stead
of these maize fields” 
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Another important function of the countryside mentioned by many interviewees, is the (potential) nature 
function. Currently, nature can be found in small patches in between the agricultural land, residential 
areas and infrastructure. Some agricultural parcels have some ecological value as well, e.g. as breeding 
grounds for birds. The growth of participation of farmers in nature and landscape management 
increases the ecological value of the rural area. 
 
“A lot of research on birds is taken place. There are more and more farmers who have land available
for the pro ection of meadow birds. A lot of flora excursions are taken place, notably along the 
borders of he ditches” (inhabitant) 
 
t
t
 
 
r
r
t  
“And the agricultural area has its own value. Yes, the biological aspects is completely different from
here (= Veluwe area) but therefore not less precious.” (recreational ent epreneur) 
 
Quite frequently mentioned is the function of the ‘Gelderse Vallei’ as ecological link or green connection 
between two important nature areas, the ‘Veluwe’ and the ‘Utrechtse Heuvelrug’. This is a direct 
recognition of national policy on nature (Ecological Main Structure). 
 
Another socio-economic function of the rural area is as a residential area for urban dwellers. New 
houses are being built in the countryside as a consequence of a changed destination plan. This ‘nouveau 
riche’ is prepared to pay a lot of money for a former agricultural parcel, on which they are allowed to 
build their country estate. In general, people see this as an unwanted development because the outlook 
of the area is dramatically altered or the architecture is just plain out ugly. The villas often do not fit in 
the character of the area. Especially people who are personally involved in the area mention this 
development. 
 
Finally, the countryside of Ede has a ecreational function. First of all, many recreational bungalow parks 
and campsite are situated at places close to the border of nature areas. Although mostly oriented on the 
forest and nature areas of Ede, they effect also the use of the rural area. The countryside of Ede 
facilitates itinerary forms of recreation, such as cycling, hiking, and skeelering. The responsible tourist 
officer who wants to strengthen the connection between the countryside and the forest and nature areas 
stimulates the recreational use of the rural area. 
 
“we are busy to increase the accessibility of the countryside by means of rou es and so on….we much 
try as much as possible to flow the pressure of the Veluwe off into this area” (representative tourist 
organisation). 
 
 
2.4.2 Multifunctional land use 
 
It is quite obvious that the rural area facilitates several functions next to one another. It is less obvious 
that functions are really integrated. Some examples of actual combined functions will be given. 
 
The price for agricultural products is so relatively low that farmers are searching for alternatives that 
provide an additional income. Agri-tourism is an important new activity in the rural area, picked up by 
farmers. None of the interviewed farmers was him- or herself involved in recreational and tourist 
activities, but most farmers recognised the potentials of it, as many other interviewees did. One 
entrepreneur substituted almost all his farming activities gradually with recreational activities and runs 
nowadays a cheese farm and farmyard campsite. (National) policy and several NGO’s support this 
broadening of traditional farming. Some representatives: 
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“The Foundation ‘Valley of the p ovince of Gelderland’ stimulates ‘bed and breakfast’ and campsites, 
initiatives to help farmers to acquire their income in a different way” (representative agricultural 
union) 
r
 
t
t
 
r
“Thus, you have for approxima ely thirty to forty farms in the ‘Gelderse Vallei’ an additional function in 
recreation, which is very interes ing and nice to have as well” 
 
In the past, nature and agriculture used to be more interwoven than they are nowadays. Due to 
rationalisation, scale increase, mechanisation and intensification, the landscape has changed 
dramatically. Most hedgerows and ditches have been removed, groups of trees on a parcel have been 
cut, etc. The last decade a significant change has occurred in the way of thinking on the interaction 
agriculture and nature. Most interviews are of the opinion that these two functions should be more 
integrated.  
 
“What I like about rural areas, like in the Achterhoek (a region in the eastern part of the Netherlands), 
is the better integration of agriculture and nature” (forest manager) 
“So, we should not have pigs (=intensive cattle farming) in the agricultural enclave (area enclosed by 
nature and forest), but we do stimulate the joint use of deer of this farming land” (representative 
interest g oup) 
 
Farmers should apply nature management and nature organisations should apply farming activities. This 
mixture provides an image that is very attractive, according to the interviewees, and refers to former 
times, to a more authentic landscape. 
 
“In fact, nature and agricultural sector should be friends of each other. What I have seen in the past 
and still see is that they stand towards each other as enemies. I really regret this. The most 
regrettable is that, the farmers, they used to be nature managers” (farmer) 
 
Most of the interviewed farmers do have a nature-friendly attitude and seem to be willing to apply 
environmental-friendly management principles. Apart from the impossibility, as seen by some farmers, to 
actually perform an ecological management, most farmers shrink back to participate in the management 
of landscape and nature. Out of the interviews with farmers and involved policy advisors, it became clear 
that there is a lot resistance against the actually integration of forest and landscape elements into the 
farming. Farmers often perceive this as a threat, because they can hinder (future) management, by 
direct influences (shadow, roots) or sometime unclear environmental legislation (more on this topic 
follows later). 
 
Agriculture and residential areas. The attitude of a lot of interviewees on the new house building 
activities in the rural area is rather negative for mainly two reasons. First of all, the architecture of these 
houses is considered to be boastfully and not fitting into the landscape. It is perceived as an 
urbanisation of the rural area and therefor it means a loss of rurality. 
 
The second reason is mentioned only by farmers and concerns legislation which protects inhabitants 
living in the countryside from nuisance of agricultural activities. Generally, it deals with stench (bad smell) 
hinder of intensive cattle farming. This limits the farmer to expand his activities and when the law gets 
more restrictive, he is obligated to take preventive measures. As long as his neighbours are farmers or 
farmer-related this causes no real problems for the farmer (apart from expensive investments). But, as 
new people (mostly urban professionals) take up residence in the countryside the neighbouring farmer is 
immediately affected by it. Besides, these newcomers, who are mostly not committed to farming and 
have a ‘romantic’ idea about rural living, know their rights very well. As a consequence, this farmer 
 22 
cannot participate any longer in the agricultural rat race and most likely will give up his farming 
practices. His neighbouring farmer, on his turn, has again ‘new’ neighbours, who can be restrictive to his 
farming practices, etc. One of the interviewees named it the ‘Domino Effect’. 
 
 
2.5 The role of forestry in rural development 
 
In this paragraph the two areas of the municipality of Ede are presented together. The notion of rural is 
for most interviewees only applicable to the agricultural part of Ede, the Gelderse Vallei region. But, as 
this area is also affected by nature and forest policy with regard to the Veluwe, the forest and nature 
area of Ede, the development for this is also taken into consideration. 
 
First of all, we will discuss rural development in general, and secondly, we will focus on the possible 
roles of forestry in it. 
 
 
2.5.1 Developments influencing the future of Ede 
 
The main developments being mentioned by the interviewees and influencing their opinions on the quality 
of the forest and nature areas and the rural area of Ede are: the decline of the agricultural sector, the 
march of residential and industrial buildings and infrastructure, the battle for the land, and a growing 
care for and public interest in nature. 
 
The decline of the agricultural sector 
 
It can be expected, according to a local policy maker that approximately 70% of the farmers will finish or 
cut back their farming practices in the nearby future. This has mainly to do with the coming new Manure 
Law. This law obligates stock farmers to depose the manure of their cattle on their own land. Because 
there is a maximum deposit per hectare, most farmers need more land than they have right now to 
deposit the manure on. Most farmers need to buy extra land for that and the needed land is hardly 
available. Most interviewees wish the farmers to be the managers of the agricultural countryside of Ede. 
 
The building-up of the rural area 
 
A major concern of all the interviews is the march of residential areas, industrial parks, infrastructure 
and recreation residences caused by developments like (i) the growing population of Ede itself, (ii) the 
willingness of people living in the western part of the Netherlands, where the population density is very 
high, to commute longer distances, and (iii) the move of retired people from elsewhere, who either have 
a holiday home or are wealthy, to the Veluwe region to live here permanently. Although the agricultural 
area will be mainly used for this march, the forest and nature areas are affected by this trend as well, 
despite the fact that policy regulations strictly forbid this. In particularly, camp sites and bungalow parks 
increasingly ‘petrify’ and are inhabited more and more permanently.  
 
(no residential or recreation areas in nature): “people have to live somewhere…preferably into the 
pasture areas…the nature area you affect with this is truly a pity…if you are going to build on the
Veluwe you will be lef  with nothing of this large nature area we have….bungalow parks arise in 
pieces of forest. That was much less a couple of years ago. No housing permit, but we do have a
house over there” (inhabitant) 
 
t
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“You see parcels (of forest) that they have set off, where houses are coming and finally less and less
remains of the small piece of forest we have in the Netherlands” (tourist) 
 
 
 
t
t
 
 
This development is against municipal policy. Although considered as a major threat by many 
interviewees, most of them ‘sigh’ that the Netherlands is tortured by a lack of space (‘people have to live
somewhere’). 
 
The battle for the land
 
All these demands of modern society increase the pressure on the scarcely available land dramatically. 
Despite this high-pressure farmers need the land themselves as well. As the land mobility is rather fixed, 
consequently, the land prices are ascending until extremely high levels. The farmer will, eventually, get 
the worst of it and has to give up his farm. This is for several interviewees a great fear. 
 
A growing care for and public interest in nature 
 
Another development is the growing care for nature. Parts of the rural area of Ede belong to the 
Ecological Main Structure, for which land has to be taken out of production and transformed in nature. 
Besides, there is general tendency in the Netherlands that more attention should be paid to nature and 
landscapes values of our environment. The expectations that the nature and landscape restructuring 
indeed is going to take place in the agricultural area of Ede do vary. Some people expect that, as the 
farmers will withdraw, more space gets available for it; others state that, despite this withdrawal, the 
need for farming land and the high land prices cause only small-scale initiatives. 
Connected to this increasing nature awareness is the observation being made by people who have direct 
relations with the public (forest manager, nature guide, teacher) that the inhabitants and recreationists 
increasingly want to be involved in the management and policy of forests. As the battle for the space in 
the Netherlands gets more and more intense and complicated, a multifunctional use of the surroundings 
will be of growing importance. Conflicts between functions will appear more frequently. In order to 
prevent conflicts as good as possible, more attention will be and must be paid towards the participation 
of the public into decision making on both a strategically level as well as an operational level. A policy 
maker on this topic: 
 
‘Formerly we could have our way fairly anonymously and now we write lit le pieces in the newspaper 
on to be taken management measures, nevertheless, all sorts of wild s ories come-up’…’it will be 
necessary to lift public participation on a higher level. So, involve the citizen in management 
decisions, 'why am I doing this'. And not only why, but also the preliminary phase. So, which choice 
you make 
 
Policy makers and forest managers acknowledge this involvement. Consultation and co-operation 
between partners is of eminent importance 
 
 
2.5.2 Rural development 
 
In general 
 
As expected, the term rural development is mostly mentioned by interviewees of professionally involved 
in policy making or advising. Ordinary’ people, however, frequently refer indirectly to it. The main 
aspects being mentioned by people within the context of rural development is to maintain the ‘liveability’ 
of the countryside. As has been stated before, the countryside then only refers to the Gelderse Vallei 
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and not to the Veluwe. Most interviewees want the area to remain agricultural and protected from 
building activities. Mostly, they refer to the necessity of economic carriers and the conservation of the –
agricultural- landscape identity. Because agriculture used to be the main employer and income provider 
in the past and agricultural reproduction processes have constructed the landscape, most interviewees 
still desire that farming is able to fulfil both conditions in the future. Most respondents are aware of the 
bad prospects of farmers for the future. Still they hope that farmers are able to find secondary income 
sources.  
 
The professional discourses with respect to rural development of policy advisors also refer mainly to the 
agricultural areas of Ede (Gelderse Vallei) and not to the forest and nature areas (Veluwe). To maintain 
the farmers in the rural area is the main policy worry and at the same time the main policy aim. Rural 
development is considered to enhance the economic prospects of the present farmers and to prevent 
unstructured and uncontrolled developments in the countryside. The enhancement of the economic 
prospects of farmers is called “broadening of agriculture and is being realised either by changing the 
traditional agricultural practices (biological regional farming) or by integrating new functions at the farm, 
especially tourism/recreation and landscape management. The municipality of Ede allows farmers to 
start additional small-scaled activities, for example a cheese farm, a covered wagon rental, to enlarge 
their income, as long as these activities does not affect the landscape in a negative way. The 
municipality aims at keeping farmers ‘alive’, which is necessary to keep up the desired rural identity. 
However, a local policy maker is personally of the opinion that, as these additional activities hardly 
provide any substantial income, the municipality of Ede hardly offers the farmers valuable prospects and 
displays a passive attitude. 
 
Tourism and recreation as a form of rural development 
 
Rural tourism and recreation is increasingly popular within the Netherlands. Apart from agro-tourism, as 
mentioned before, also other leisure time activities in the rural area can be used as a form of rural 
development. Especially cycling and hiking in combination with the catering industry imply some small 
development possibilities for the countryside of Ede. 
 
Farmers express mixed feelings towards these recreational and tourist developments. On the one hand 
they are glad with the additional income, on the other hand they argue that a farmer should be able to 
make a living out of agriculture, or that he at least should be able to exist as a farmer in the long run. 
 
“It is to some extent a pity, this additional recreational activity. It stands for impoverishment, because 
it simply means that you cannot earn a living with the regular business” (farmer) 
“You have to learn, that if you can make money bo h with a pig and a recreationist, it does not matter
that much. It has to do with the fact that the farm earns the money” (farmer) 
t  
 
 
2.5.3 The role of forestry in nature and urban development 
 
In general 
 
None of the interviewees considers forestry as a form of rural development, but of nature development. 
Many people argue that afforestation will only take place within the framework of nature development, 
and that there is not much support for big forest projects. Farmers need the land tremendously to get 
rid of their manure. Besides, the ground prices are too high for afforestation. According to a local policy 
manager: 
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(in general) ‘We believe that Ede has already that much forests, you just cannot get the political 
hands on each other’ (for more forest)…‘but in the agricultural area outside, few forest will arise.. 
with the new Manure Law it is expected that a lot of farmers will leave here, but the land does not 
disappear, the land will not be afforested, because they need the land to get rid of their manure…no, 
not much will change, not in my view...Why not… the land is so awfully impor ant to farmers.’ t  
f  
 
Although forestry and afforestation is not considered from a rural development perspective, the present 
forest and nature areas are and always will be crucial for both the tourism and house- and office building 
industry, in which a lot of people of Ede are employed. This view is, however, scarcely put into words by 
the interviewees. 
 
 
Table 2.5 Dif erences between rural development and nature development in Ede 
Rural development ? Nature development 
agricultural area of Ede ? forest and nature area of Ede 
Gelderse Vallei ? Veluwe 
Broadening of agriculture ? Nature expansion / Green connections 
No forestry ? Forestry 
 
 
The role of forestry po cy in nature development li
t t
 
The municipality of Ede does not have a separate policy for forestry; it forms an important part within 
nature development policy. The official nature development policy, of which forestry is a part, is directed 
towards (i) the maintenance and reinforcement of the present forest and nature areas in the municipality 
of Ede, as part of the Veluwe region, and (ii) the establishment of ecological links through the Gelderse 
Vallei to create an Ecological Network between two main nature areas Veluwe and ‘Utrechtse Heuvelrug’. 
 
Most interviewees support this policy. However, some people think the present forestry policy is too 
much focused on nature development. Real nature does not exist in the Netherlands, but we ‘develop’ 
real nature. In this concept wood production does not fit. On the contrary, for our wood consumption, 
we are cutting authentic primeval forest. This is a paradoxical situation. Some interviewees think that we 
are not taking care of our own responsibility towards wood consumption. Some people are of the 
opinion that the implementation of the policy is put through slowly and that there is a lack of continuity in 
the plans. Others emphasise that the policy makers should first strive for quality before extension of 
nature area can take place. 
 
An important goal in the policy for the present fores  and na ure areas of Ede within the National 
Landscape Park Veluwe is to enlarge the area of ‘uninterrupted nature’ by eliminating (infrastructural) 
barriers between the different parts. However, different interests between forest/nature owners hinder 
real measures. As one nature organisation is for its management dependent on the entrance fees of the 
visitors, high fences have been pulled up around its property. As they are situated in the middle of the 
Veluwe area, they cause a big barrier. This particular situation is a needle in the eye of many 
interviewees. 
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The municipal nature development policy for the agricultural area (‘non’ fores  and nature areas), this 
concerns mainly the Gelderse Vallei, distinguishes two nature development areas in Ede: 
t
• 
• 
 
 
t
t
t
t
,
l
 
t
agricultural areas within and adjacent to the forest- and nature areas 
the main countryside of Ede, the “Gelderse Vallei”.  
For each area type different policy instruments are valid.  
 
For the agricultural areas that are situated within and adjacent to the forest- and nature areas, the 
following instrument is relevant: function exchange in combination with new country estates. According 
to a local policy maker: 
 
“There it is allowed to convert agricultural land into non-agricultural uses without any problems with 
the zoning plan. Up until recently, this did not really occur (conversion to forest) due to the enormous
land prices. If farmers stop farming there, stop with everything, they can -depending on the quantity 
of environmental burden and the built surface- get in return some 2, on the maximum 3, building 
parcels. So, you see now at Driesprong, houses appear. So intensive dairy farming stops, tha  is the 
profi  for the municipality. With the aim to reduce the environmental burden on the Veluwe. The worse 
farmers get, the sooner they revert to these kinds of construc ions”. 
 
Not every inhabitant of Ede is very confident with this instrument. Huge houses with big fences are being 
built, which are not fitting in the landscape at all. 
 
The role of forestry in the nature development of agricultural areas 
 
For the agricultural area ‘Gelderse Vallei’ of Ede two instruments are relevant: the Landscape 
Management Program and the Ecological Main Structure. The Landscape Managemen  Program was 
initially aimed at conservation, but later it was also aimed at extension. A farmer who wants a strip along 
a brook or a strip of forest gets compensation from the municipality. He has to maintain that strip, but 
for the destination, this strip of forest will keep its agricultural destination. It starts to run slowly. The 
Ecological Main Structure (a national Dutch plan for development of nature) has been translated by the 
province of Gelderland into a Green Connections plan, that tries to reinforce the connections between 
the Veluwe and neighbouring nature areas. The Landscape Management Program and the Green 
Connections are closely linked, as the former instrument is a main measure to construct the Green 
Connections in the Gelderse Vallei: 
 
(Green Connections) “There is an experimental area between Ede and Lunteren (neighbouring 
municipality)…. Inside that we go to farmers  because contacts have already been established by 
landscape management… The interest is rapidly going backwards… those people are afraid to give 
up just one square meter because of this Manure Law…. They a l need this land to get rid of this 
manure” (local policy maker) 
Landscape elements as hedgerows, pools, a belt of trees along fields, patches of forest, etc. are 
considered to be important in the execution of this policy. The provincial policy is sometimes judged as 
too ‘overdone’: 
 
“In the province of Gelderland it is completely worked out per animal and plant specie what 
connection zone impor ant is and how it should look like” (local policy maker). 
 
The ecological links in the Gelderse Vallei will be partly forested. The forests will be small of size, varying 
from a singular tree, a road plantation, and hedgerows until patches with trees. New forests are highly 
dependent on the contribution of farmers. The land will mainly come from farmers, who either cease 
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with farming (for example no successor) or have an open mind towards agricultural nature management. 
The accomplishment of this policy, however, is not very successful yet. Several reasons can be given: 
• 
• 
r
t
                                                  
as the farmers won’t sell their land easily and building needs are high, nature development is the last 
in the row. 
farmers are suspicious towards the government. In their eyes, the government –either on a national, 
provincial or local level- is not a reliable partner. In the past some farmers established e.g. 
hedgerows and patches of forest. A couple of years later new environmental legislation for the 
protection of nature came into effect. This legislation appoints some (patches of) forests as 
sensitive to acid and therefore, they need to be protected against the industrialised (e.g. pig) 
farming activities. Consequently, this law limits the expansion of agricultural activities nearby nature. 
The same farmers, who voluntarily participated in nature and landscape management, sometimes 
got a victim of this new policy. Next, neighbouring farmers are affected by this legislation as well. 
This frustrated most farmers. Nowadays, although this legislation has been adapted, they are very 
anxious to participate, not only because they lost confidence in the state, but also because of 
‘threats’ of colleague farmers. 
 
“The most farmers have got these brochures (of the municipality of Ede) on agricultural nature 
management. Some of them have thrown them away already” (farmer) 
 
In the Netherlands, the strange situation has occurred that some forest elements are restrictive in 
farming (developed before a certain year) and some not (developed after a certain year). This is 
confusing to a lot of farmers and leads to uncertainty about the future1. 
 
The role of forestry in urban development 
 
Because the Ede-town is still rapidly growing, new housing areas, infrastructure, industrial areas are 
built. It is quite usual that within these new building areas also green areas are being developed. These 
green areas are called ‘urban forests’. From this perspective, one cannot appoint these afforestation as 
part of ‘rural’ development, rather as ‘urban’ development: 
 
“New forests are developed in new urban development a eas, near the centre…Because then there 
is money, from he exploitation of housing you can surely buy a few ha agricultural land. But then you 
have to fight really hard with people of land management. Because they say: ‘A few ha forest, I could 
have built again so many houses on it’. These forests Rietkampen and Velduizen we have 
constructed, is compensation of a golf course in Nunspeet (municipality neighbouring Ede at the 
North-Veluwe)… It has only been replacement of forest” (local policy maker). 
 
1 The effects of this Environmental Legislation also apply on the situation in Stadskanaal 
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3. Stadskanaal, an afforestation area 
 
 
In this chapter the experiences and opinions of the interviewees about forest, rural area and the 
development of Stadskanaal are being described. In the municipality of Stadskanaal forests and 
afforestation are seen as an integral part of the rural area, which is quite contradictory to Ede. 
 
  
3.1 Experiences with the rural area 
 
3.1.1 Practices 
 
In the rural area of Stadskanaal people, both recreants and inhabitants are active in different ways. A 
differentiation can be made between professional and recreational activities. Agriculture is the largest 
professional activity. It mainly concerns the cultivation of potatoes, but the cultivation of other crops as 
well as cattle breeding also occurs. Apart from that there are other little companies such as a small 
catering facilities, bed & breakfast and campsites on the countryside; some of the respondents are 
involved in these kinds of activities.  
 
The most common outdoor recreation activity in the rural area is going for a drive with the car, hiking 
and cycling. Some people state that they rather enjoy the rural area by car then by bike because it is 
always windy. The open character of the landscape, the nature and the animal life make these activities 
very enjoyable. A more special activity is bird watching; a few respondents have this hobby. Another 
recreational activity in the area is canoeing. However, some respondents mention the lack of eating and 
drinking facilities, which makes recreation in that area less attractive. However, not every interviewee 
appreciates the open landscape of the fen-colonies for outdoor activities. They use it rather as a transfer 
route to the recreation areas in the nearby province of Drenthe with its characteristic landscape with 
‘hills’, older and more varied forests; they prefer this area as it is more varied and attractive than the 
area of Stadskanaal.  
 
 
3.1.2 Values 
 
Most people value the surroundings of Stadskanaal highly. When talking about the countryside two areas 
are named very often, namely the fen-colonies and the brookvalley landscape “Westerwolde”.  
 
 
Table 3.1 Two distinct landscape types of the municipality of Stadskanaal 
Fen-colonial landscape ? Westerwolde 
Large-scaled, elongated, rational landscape ? Brookvalley landscape, small-scaled 
Open, rational ? Thickets, meadows, brook 
Use-value free time activities: low ? Use-value free time activities: high 
Perception value: high ? Perception value: high 
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These areas are very different in character. The Fen-colonies is a man-made landscape, primarily very 
open and extensive whilst the brookvalley landscape is scaled at a much smaller level where bushes and 
thickets, nature, meadows and agricultural parcels go side by side.  
 
“The Westerwolde is where I can find corn, oats and potatoes, with meadows with a hurdle of dears.”
(visitor) 
 
f t
.
t
t
 
However, the fen-colonies form the largest part of the rural area of Stadskanaal. Usually when 
discussing the rural area, people refer to this area. If they refer to other (adjacent) areas of Stadskanaal, 
this will be clearly indicated. 
 
For many people the rural area represents an extensive flat green area, which is sometimes being 
crossed by winding roads and villages. The larger villages like Stadskanaal have a lot of houses, shops, 
office buildings, and small industry in the built-up area; therefore people do not classify these areas as 
rural. 
 
“Actually everything except the built-up area o  Stadskanaal is countryside, all tha  lies behind that 
can be classified as a rural area.” (representative interest group) 
 
The countryside can also contain forest. The rural area offers a great variation of meadows and 
agricultural lands with forests, thickets and elements of landscape. Its main characteristic is the 
openness of it all allowing people to see at great distances; a true cultural expression of this area. 
 
The rural area of Stadskanaal and it’s surrounding is for many people very appealing. The things people 
especially appreciate are the wide views, seeing the skies of Groningen and experiencing the overall 
character of the landscape. 
 
“Than we go to Stadskanaal where you end up in a peat area with a very open character. You do not 
have to expect some shade in that area. I have to say that we do not visit that area very often  There 
is not much variation for long walks, only straigh  paths can be found there” (recreant/visitor) 
 
 
3.2 Opinions on functions and management of the rural area 
 
3.2.1 Functions 
 
Although during the interview a variety of functions have been allocated to the rural area, two functions 
are dominant, namely agriculture and landscape. 
 
According to all interviewees, agricul ure is and must stay the most important function of the 
countryside. Not only because of economic reasons, but also because it characterises the landscape 
and it belongs from a cultural-historic perspective to the region. Some people put forward that, although 
economically spoken farming on itself is not so profitable anymore, farmers should develop or co-
operate in ‘new’ economic activities like cheese farming, farming camp sites, or nature-economic 
activities (paid agriculture nature management). 
 
The landscape still has an agricultural character. Nobody perceives this as something that per definition 
will disappear of must disappear. It is determinant for the identity of the region, but several respondents 
do think it should or could be combined with other functions. We will return to this topic later. 
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At policy level the conservation of the diversity of the landscape is strived for, such as forest and nature 
areas, cultural landscapes (landscapes of former times), agricultural landscapes (present cultural 
landscape) and historical elements, such as old farms and former sediments. Besides, one strives for a 
return of the former landscape structure by means of constructing and re-designing. A recent trend is 
the rise of new estates in the countryside, in which is attempted to repair cultural and historic aspects. 
Sometimes art is being used to enhance the landscape value. 
 
The rural area of the Westerwolde area is with its meadows, thickets and hedgerows, according to a 
representative in nature, important for nature, because it accommodates a diversity of animal life, in 
particular several bird species. Several respondents see the plantation of new forests in the fen-colonial 
rural area as a form of nature development. The new forests heighten the nature value of the landscape.  
 
Presently, tou ism/recreation is not a big deal in Stadskanaal. Most respondents do not perceive the 
area as touristic; they hardly spot any tourists. This has definitely to do with the image of Stadskanaal, in 
which Stadskanaal is perceived as boring, nothing to do, nothing to see, bare landscape and above all, 
far away, an out-of-the-way place. 
r
r
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“For us Amsterdam is nearby, but for people from Amsterdam, Stadskanaal is a foreign country” 
(recreational entrepreneur) 
 
As the recent ‘greening’ of Stadskanaal is found attractive by several interviewees, it pulls new people to 
Stadskanaal to come and live there. This means that the rural area has a function for the building of 
houses. 
 
 
3.2.2 Multifunctional land use 
 
The term ‘multifunctionality’ is only mentioned by some of the landowners, nature managers, 
representative of interest groups and policy advisors. Most people, however, do have an opinion about 
it. Several interviewees argue that agriculture must be widened and the rural area more multifunctional; 
it is perceived logical by almost all the interviewees that functions have to be interwoven together. 
Nevertheless, they state very clearly that agriculture must remain the most important function. Not every 
interviewee agrees with this viewpoint. According to a representative of the agricultural union, 
agriculture works as a buffer between nature and urban areas. Also, he argues that agriculture and 
many other functions, like forest, exclude each other.  
 
“it would be wasted to remove the cultu al-historic elements….we must observe what agriculture 
does and what nature does besides, i could be done jointly” (nature manager) 
 
Agriculture and nature. Functions can conflict. One of the most mentioned conflicts that play a role in the 
surroundings of Stadskanaal is the conflict between agriculture and forest & nature. This conflict is 
dominated by the environmental legislation (just as the case in Ede was), e.g. the acid sensitivity of 
forests. However, a merge of these functions should be possible. First of all, farming practices must be 
disconnected of the coincidental presence of forest and nature areas, according to a forest farmer. Only 
by this, a fruitful merge can arise. Secondly, finances do play a crucial role in the opinion of several 
others. 
 
Some farmers are engaged in landscape management practices, which means that they take nature and 
landscape values into account while managing agricultural fields. Such ideas are positively welcomed 
during the interviews by policy advisors and nature managers, but are experienced absolutely negative 
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by a representative of the agricultural union. He argues that this increasing interest in nature 
development and suchlike have to do with the fact that agriculture does not have a high level of 
‘cuddliness’2. 
 
“Agriculture is the same as the battle between the oil drilling and the seals in the ‘Dutch Shallows’; 
nature and talking about nature and water has a much higher ‘cuddliness factor’ than agriculture has,
as the agriculture is still seen as a process in which the farmer drives with big machines along the 
field and destroys all bird’s nests or in which he is busy with his manure tank” (representative 
agricultural union) 
 
t
r
                                                  
 
Agri-tourism is an important form of the multifunctional use of the rural area. In general, such a form of 
multifunctional use is highly appreciated. Initiatives like ‘camping at the farm’, ‘cycle itinerary connected 
to a farm’ is more frequently spotted, also in the surroundings of Stadskanaal.  
 
“people can get along for a cup of coffee and a bun, because we are situa ed on a ANWB Route 
(=cycling itinerary)” (recreational ent epreneur/farmer) 
 
Nowadays, a platform for agro-tourism has been established for economic developments in the 
countryside, according to an involved respondent.  
 
 
3.3 Experiences with forests 
 
3.3.1 Practices 
 
Within the study area and its immediate surroundings forests are also present. The activities that the 
respondents mention in this area are mostly recreational, but semi-professional activities also take pace 
in the forest. Hiking and cycling are the most common recreational activities. A more ‘special’ activity is 
horseback riding. Next, some respondents see the forest as a hunting area. However this is only done in 
the forests of Drenthe and in the other old and large forests.  
 
Some respondents make a differentiation between the short and long term recreational activities. Short-
term activities mostly mean walking the dog or taking the kids out for a short walk. These activities take 
place in the (new) forests and nature reserves that are close by. These new forests also provide a place 
for children to play. For the longer hikes and cycling tours people generally choose the somewhat older 
and larger forests like in Westerwolde and Drenthe, these forests are usually further away.  
 
Some respondents have a professional interest in the forests. They visit the forest for professional 
activities, like forest farmers and terrain managers of nature conservation organisation. They can also 
be involved from a distance like the policymakers of the municipal and province or the Tourist 
Information Office (VVV). 
 
 
 
 
2 The term ‘cuddliness’ derives from nature development projects. Nature conservation organisations promote ‘new’ 
nature projects by means of an animal, that appeals to the sentiment of modern citizens and will hopefully stimulate 
them to donate. They have used e.g. the seal with its dark faithful eyes for nature development in the Dutch 
‘Wadden-sea and the black stork for nature development along our main rivers. 
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3.3.2 Values 
 
Forest can increase the value of an area; it makes it more attractive and contributes to an improvement 
of the living conditions and the welfare of people. It is being used for recreational activities (use value). 
Practically the forest has the most value when it is situated close by, because people are able to 
immediately walk into the forest.  
 
Apart from this use value, forests also have a perception value. In this value esthetical aspects play a 
vital role. In the interviews aspects like the age of a forest, diversity within a forest and with its 
surrounding, presence of animals, colours, the alternation of deciduous and pine trees and the extent of 
naturalness are mentioned. Peace and quietness is something most people highly appreciate in a forest. 
 
“The forest is filled with animals, that really livens up the place and adds that little bit of extra colour 
to the forest.” (representative interest g oup) r
f
 
Respondents experience new/young forests differently from the older forests. There is also a difference 
of experience within the new/young forests (Table 3.2). 
 
Most of the respondents highly appreciate old, freakish, mixed and varied forest. The forests in Drenthe 
are therefore very popular. However, these forests can sometimes also be old production forests with 
pine; not everybody likes this as much as the rest of the forests. That the age of a forest can also be a 
relative aspect is illustrated by the fact that one respondent called a forest, planted 40 years ago, old. 
 
 
Table 3.2 Dif erent forest types in different settings 
Forests of the province of Groningen ? Forests of the province of 
Drenthe 
Rational landscapes ? Small-scaled landscapes 
Fen-colonial/former peat soils/clay ? Sandy soils 
Small, young forests ? Old forests 
Farm forests/Country Estate 
Forests 
? 
Land 
reconstruction 
forests 
  
Monotonous in structure and 
variety, sometimes variety in 
species not visible yet 
? Varied in structure 
and species 
? Varied in structure and species 
Young forests (present) ? 
Relatively old 
forests (20-30 
years ago) 
? ‘Old’ forests 
Farm-
forests 
? 
Country 
Estate 
Forests 
    
Mono-
tonous 
? Varied ? Varied ? Varied 
Bad 
accessibility 
? Moderate 
accessibility 
? Good accessibility ? Good accessibility 
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New forests like the Pagebos and the Vledderbos are, according to the respondents, quiet and 
spacious, attractive for kids and because it’s open character easy to overlook. The negative aspects 
about these new forests, which the respondents mention, are its artificial appearance, trees are planted 
in rows and there is little variation in the species variety. Some people associate the new forests 
primarily with monocultures of poplar. They claim that these new forests are absolutely not appealing 
and have a negative effect on the area. In general the development of a mixed forest is much more 
appreciated than the development of a monoculture for wood production. 
 
 “Poplar, those long straight stems just ruin he horizon.” (Inhabitant) t
t r
 
Afforestation also makes people complain about the presence of thistles and suchlike plants that merge 
in the forest and can become a nuisance for farmers and other people in the surrounding. To them the 
new forests harshen the environment. 
 
The young, new forests will become more attractive when the trees will grow to such a height that 
people can no longer look over the top of them. 
 
“It certainly is important to have green everywhere, all these thin trees are still a bit unattractive but 
in time that will get bet er and g eener.” (Recreationist) 
 
Experience of forests within the rural area 
 
Although the new forests are still very open and lack character, some respondents have the opinion that 
they do provide a nice variety within the landscape. Some respondents mention they like the 
combination of forest (thickets) and meadows. Thickets and small elements of landscape give the 
opportunity to overlook the landscape more and provide more variation whilst a larger forest can close 
the landscape in. Other respondents do not like the forest, this is because the open/grant landscape is 
characteristic for this area and the forest breaks this characteristic. It appears to be that people who 
come from other areas mostly want more forest to brighten up the empty landscape whilst people who 
have lived there all there lives find it a priority to maintain the open character of the landscape. Just like 
the older elements of landscape the openness is a characteristic for the area. The locals who are born 
and raised in the area are attached to the area the way it was. They grew up there and certain places 
are very valuable to them because they have emotional memories connecting them to those places. 
Some people say that the locals should be more proud of the area they live in. 
 
 
3.4 Opinions on forest functions and management 
 
3.4.1 Functions 
 
The forests have different functions for the interviewees. The most important one is recreation. This 
function is recognised by almost each respondent. It is the most important function for both new and 
existing forests. Forests can enhance the attraction of the landscape and thus also the recreational 
attraction for inhabitants and visitors. An attractive environment is, according to the respondents, of 
economic importance for the recreation and tourism business and the housing market. Forest can take 
care of this attractiveness. 
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“with the increase of the cycling paths (along and within the forests) the catering industry hopefully 
will anticipate on it…think a fantastic area will arise with especially after all the characteristics of 
silence and space…and that is a matter of good marketing” (nature manager) 
 
It is striking that several people mention that the forests, planted some 15-20 years ago, pull inhabitants 
out of their homes to go outside for a walk and that the area gets livelier. An important condition for this 
recreational joint-use of forests is opening, accessibility by means of paths and trails and the clustering 
of forests. A few respondents doubt the recreational quality. They refer to the densely forested province 
of Drenthe, which is a highly beloved recreation and vacation destination of the Dutch, and with which 
the forests of Groningen can never compete. 
 
The older forests, bushes and thickets are used for hunting. Although hunting is social hardly accepted 
anymore in the Netherlands, some small groups still like to do it. 
 
Many respondents see forests as landscape ‘dressing’; they make the landscape less bald and plane 
and offer variety (see also section 3.3.2). Also the small forests, bushes and thickets have a landscape 
function. However, for many inhabitants is the decrease of the open and plane character, caused by 
afforestation, a negative and unwanted development that destroys the south-east Groninger landscape. 
The scale and location of this afforestation is of great importance. Several policy advisors emphasise 
that these aspects are taken into account explicitly in the municipal and other governmental policy plans. 
New forests with a permanent character are not permitted to be planted just anywhere. 
 
The wood production function of forests signifies to some farmers an income provider. In past times, 
firewood, wood for ‘convenience’ and fence-wood was extracted of the forest. In principle, this does not 
occur anymore. In some of the older forests a bit of wood production is taking place, but this used to be 
much more important than it is now. A couple of respondents refer to the former big role the forests in 
the province of Drenthe had for the mining industry. The forests have been planted more ore less 
exclusively for this mining activity. 
 
Some of the recent afforestation are directed at wood production, some purely, others mainly. The 
future wood profits and the governmental subsidies/grants the farmer gets for plantation provide a 
secondary income. Within these ‘new’ forests one distinguishes first of all ‘temporary’ forests. These 
forests exist out of fast growing species with a short ‘growth circulation’ are planted on agricultural land 
that will stay agricultural land after the yielding. Second, there are ‘permanent’ forests, for which the 
destination of the land will change from agricultural into forest. In this case ‘slow-growing’ species are 
used. The former type of forests receives fewer grants per year and during a shorter period than the 
latter type of forests. The permanent forests should have an added value for the region, which means 
that apart from economic value the forest should provide also socio-cultural and ecological values. 
 
The nature function of the forests is less mentioned in the interviews. The forest is important as a 
biotope and rest area for animals. It has a variety of tree and plant species, especially in the older 
forests. A few interviewees refer to the Ecological Main Structure, a national nature policy and 
management concept in which the large(r) nature areas have to be connected by ‘green’ elements in 
between. The forests in Stadskanaal can operate as Connecting Zones for two important nature areas, 
the “Hondsrug” at the western side and the “Westerwolde” area at the eastern side. Afforestation can be 
part of nature development. Next to it, an individual recalls erosion resistance, water storing capacity 
and oxygen production. 
 
The forests have an educational function. E.g. in the nature education projects of the Institute for Nature 
Education. They make the people aware of the value of nature. 
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Residential areas. Forests can make the surroundings more attractive for certain groups of people. 
House-prices nearby forests have increased. Afforestation took place adjacent to residential areas in 
Stadskanaal; this has improved the living conditions. Besides, afforestation is an instrument for farmers 
to maintain their property. In some cases it is allowed, on condition that a certain amount of new forest 
is being planted, to build a house, which is economically attractive, especially for farmers with a less 
vital farm. One of the interviewees is as a former farmer involved in such a construction. Another one 
develops a plan in which several new houses are coupled to afforestation. The planning of the New 
Country Estates, among other places in Stadskanaal, in which forests play an important part, has also 
an economic meaning. 
 
 
3.4.2 Management 
 
The multifunctionality of the forests is hardly mentioned during the interviews. Not only because it is a 
professional term, but also because the presence of forests is less obviously than it is for example in 
Ede. Most respondents acknowledge the fact that forest can facilitate different functions. According to a 
forest manager the management has changed significantly from segregation to integration: 
 
“In the past there were nature areas, production forests and specific areas for recreation, nowadays
we do not talk anymore about production forest but about multifunctional forest” (forest manager) 
  
t r t
 
Many people express emphatically that afforestation must be multifunctional. Although, nature 
conservation organisations underline this statement, there are differences in management practices 
between them. People are aware of these differences. According to them, the State Forest Service 
practices multifunctionality the most. Apart from nature and recreation, they still apply some wood 
production and sell Christmas trees and other non-timber forest products. They do this on a small-scale 
and mainly to come to meet the demand of the regional inhabitants and to improve their image as a 
nature conservation organisation. 
 
The general attitude is that no afforestation can be simply directed at production, but the forest should 
have ‘added’ socio-cultural and ecological values, like facilities and accessibility for recreation, 
preservation of cultural-historic values, nature management and environmental protection. 
 
Na ure and rec ea ion. Inhabitants and recreationists refer to the need to combine functions. (new) 
Forests make the environment greener and increase so the attractiveness for recreation. They prefer 
above all the trees should be bigger and older and the forests should be varied and not look artificial. 
Recreational joint use of forests is of eminent importance. Forests adjacent residential areas act as 
‘leading to’ areas for the concerned inhabitants. It is so much the more important that the forests are 
opened and accessible for visitors, by means of a network of walking and cycling paths. The 
construction of the “Rode Loper”, a bridge between two forests and across a canal and a busy traffic 
road is mentioned by several interviewees as a good example of this. However, the accessibility must 
from an ecological perspective be designed in such a way that hiding places for animals exist, according 
to some respondents. Recreation can conflict with nature. 
 
Some people argue that exactly the new forests should be important for wood production, so that the 
old forests can be preserved for nature and recreation. Other people think that wood production and 
recreation can not get along with each other. 
 
“production forest and tourist and recreational developments and facilities seem to me not 
connectable” (representative interest group) 
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Another group is against wood production for landscape reasons. They say it fits better in the sandy 
landscapes than in the fen-colonial landscape. Besides, it does not bring the recreationist very much. On 
the other hand, there are people who think that precisely the fen-colonial landscape, a landscape formed 
by reproduction, is the best environment to plant forest for economic reasons. 
 
Forest management is scarcely discussed within the interviews. Forest owners and forest managers are 
evidently the most personally involved in forest management. The device is to leave nature to its own 
routine and to treat the forest structure in its entirety, as told by some respondents. The following 
aspects play a role: mixing of species, natural regeneration, dead wood and the conservation of specific 
values. Within one nature conservation organisation, the State Forest Service, economic activities still 
play a role, though relatively small. 
 
“The change happened quite recently, also in an organisation like the State Forest Service, that a 
bent tree could also be beautiful and scenic. We used to reject this” (representative interes  group) t
t
r  
 
It is aimed at that the new forests will have a more natural appearance by means of a variation in 
species and vegetation structure. Besides, the trees are less planted in rows, so it looks less strict and 
cultivated. An interviewee is of the opinion that the new forests should be integrated in the entire forest 
area, so that not poplars and Norway spruce dominate the image, but regional species that fit to the soil 
conditions. If it is done in this way, the new forests contribute positively to the landscape identity. 
 
The changeover to forest has a lot of implications for farmers as they are not familiar with it. As the rich 
agricultural land in the beginning is stimulating the growth of weeds, it can cause problems for 
neighbouring farmers and the small trees. This problem is, however, hard to solve technically and 
financially. Besides, it takes quite a long time before one has to do something. A forest farmer names it 
‘folding chair’ management. Not every farmer is prepared on this idleness. 
 
“No, these trees, you cannot do anything at the moment. I do not know what, bu  I am ready for a 
new challenge. I cannot wait until we can continue with the t ees and until that moment I have nothing
else to do” (forest farmer) 
 
One interviewee is of the opinion that present forest and nature management is inclined towards too 
much control.  
 
 
3.5 The role of forestry in rural development 
 
3.5.1 Developments influencing the future of Stadskanaal 
 
Many respondents observe that the surroundings of Stadskanaal have changed considerably in the past 
years. House building, new infrastructure, increase of green areas, and the rise of recreation are the 
main developments that are being mentioned. 
 
Agriculture 
 
During the last decades, the main changes in the agricultural sector are caused by land consolidation; 
scaling-up, mechanisation, intensification of production and rationalisation (e.g. straightening of brooks, 
channels, roads, etc.). In former times, the rural area consisted of fields with small villages scattered 
over the area. These villages were self-supporting; there were shops, post offices and so on. The 
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arable/crop farms used to be smaller. One could see more hustle and bustle on the fields, whereas a 
farmer nowadays a ‘loner’ is, according to a respondent: 
 
“farming is now strictly business, the romance has gone” (forest farmer) 
 
Apart from changes in the arable farming itself, an increase of stock farming in this area can be 
observed. Because of the sharpening of the Manure Law farmers from the sandy soils in the south of the 
Netherlands are forced to buy new land; in order to do so some of them moved their complete business 
to the north of the Netherlands where the ground prices are relatively cheap. This ‘massive’ move by the 
intensive cattle farmers is by some of the respondents considered as an undesirable exodus. They think 
the landscape and the atmosphere have changed because of this move. 
 
 
Table 3.3 Farming practices in the municipality of Stadskanaal 
Past ? Present/future 
Crop farming ? Crop and stock farming 
 
 
Moreover, the government weights down agriculture by restrictive laws and rules aimed at protection of 
the environment. These regulations make it both crop and stock farmers not easy to continue their 
work. 
 
The battle for the land 
 
Several people observe that different actor groups lay increasingly claim to the available land in 
Stadskanaal and surroundings. The pressure on the land may not be so high as in Ede; the price levels 
are going up rather quickly. 
 
The ‘greening’ 
 
An important development is the enlargement of the green areas, which form sometimes an alternative 
for the agricultural income. Policy advisors noticed that the focus of the afforestation projects shifted 
from temporary wood production in the beginning to permanent mixed forests aiming at recreation, 
landscape amelioration and wood production at the moment. In the nearby future, the afforestation 
projects will -to an even larger extent- stress on recreation and landscape; besides cultural-historic 
aspects will be integrated in the new plans. Successively, the afforestation is named differently: Farming 
Forests, (ordinary) Forests, and New Country Estates. The character changes of the afforestation 
projects are reflected in the available policy subsidy schemes for forest development that have been 
created. As both the forest concepts and forest policy is a reflection of society’s needs, these things are 
inseparable. Some respondents indicate that in general the attention for forest and nature in 
policymaking has increased. 
 
Deterioration of the open landscape 
 
The most important characteristic of East-Groningen is it grandness. As the house building and industry 
activities expand outside the build-up area, the rural area gets fuller and busier and less open. In 
general, most interviews do not appreciate this. 
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“right now it is all built, it expands behind” (touris ) t  
r
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
 
Villages and hamlets are deflating. Small village shops disappear. Villagers are more and more 
dependent upon facilities in bigger city like Stadskanaal, Assen and Emmen. Also the afforestation has 
contributed to the ‘silting up’ of the rural area. The forests are not densely planted because of the land 
consolidation. Finally the construction of roads, the straightening of brooks, channels and ditches 
changed the landscape appearance dramatically. 
 
“It’s all right to me if the afforestation takes place around the residential a eas, but the landscape 
must remain open” (inhabitant) 
 
Tourist and recreation development 
 
Also in this part of the Netherlands demands of tourists and recreationists have become bigger. 
Originally, this area had a bad touristic image, but gradually the image is improving and attracting more 
people to this area. This goes hand in hand with investments in facilities and infrastructure, like (farm) 
camp sites, large outdoor recreation areas, which include parts of forests (the Vledder Forest, the Page 
Forest), a bungalow and sport park, network of hiking- and cycling paths, etc. Most respondents are 
very confident with these recreational facilities. New upcoming is the growing interest for cultural-historic 
tourism, according to a policy advisor. More and more people take an interest in the history of this area, 
in art or other cultural aspects. 
 
The building-up of the rural area 
 
In some parts of the province of Drenthe, villages are expanding rapidly. New houses are being built by 
retired people moving from the more urbanised parts of the Netherlands to these areas where they want 
to spend the rest of their lives. As the ideal house is a white detached house, this trend is being 
mentioned as the ‘becoming mouldy’ of the rural area. Some people indicate that this development must 
be prevented in the surroundings of Stadskanaal. 
 
 
3.5.2 Rural development 
 
In general 
 
Interviewees hardly use the term ‘rural development’. Still, half of them have an opinion on it. Aspects 
that have been mentioned regarding the future of the rural area are: 
A strive for ‘liveability’ and viable rural areas 
Dealing differently with the surroundings and local interests 
The merge of agriculture, nature and tourism  
To join different aspects, functions and ideas at the countryside 
Doing something extra for the area and going beyond municipal borders. 
 
Most people have a broad interpretation of rural development: 
 
“In my eyes, rural development is more than a pawn in a game of chess” (recreation 
entrepreneur/farmer) 
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There is no doubt, according to most interviewees, that ‘the area/municipality needs development 
anyhow’. Most refer to economic aspects and social aspects. Stadskanaal is a backward area with 
proportionally poverty and a rather negative image. There are problems concerning the disappearance 
of shops and other facilities.  
 
“It (the area) is a bit separate of the rest, a bit, it is in the bad box, I sometimes have the impression. 
And certainly the area behind Stadskanaal, this is a lost area. Unemployment is rather high. And I 
think that compared to the rest of the Netherlands poverty rules relatively often” 
 
Multifunctionality 
 
For the development of the rural area is it, according to many interviewees, important to, apart from the 
farming function, to maintain and develop as many valuable functions as possible. Exclusion of one or 
more functions does not enable rural development. A multifunctional rural area needs a combination of 
recreation, nature, development of country estates, cultural-historic value and all other possible 
functions, that have an added value. The non-farming functions will introduce innovations. However, 
above all the identity and the peace that characterise the area must be preserved. 
 
Broadening of agriculture 
 
It is striking that many respondents find it extremely important that agriculture remains its function; 
agriculture should not disappear due to the present difficulties to make a decent living. According to the 
interviewees farmers need to remain the managers of the rural area, also if other functions are at stake. 
Therefore, they have to, apart from regular income sources, obtain additional income. Alternatives have 
to be searched for. For example, farming practices can also be more biological or ecological; farmers 
can start a campsite; farmers can participate in landscape management, and so forth and so on. 
However, people do not want all agricultural land to transform in nature. Flower- and grass strips at the 
border of crop fields or a different grazing management are examples of potential contributions to a 
vital agrarian countryside.  
 
The policy for the rural area is aimed at the maintenance of the agricultural function, local policy makers 
indicate. However, the agricultural function is interpreted in a broader way than it used to be. The 
broadening of agriculture is at present official governmental policy. This broadening concerns in the first 
place the settlement of stock farmers in an area where in the past only crop farming existed. Secondly, 
the management of forest and nature and the commercial involvement in tourism and recreation by 
farmers is playing a growing role. 
 
Amelioration of the landscape as a tool for the improvement of the living and working 
conditions 
 
Apart from the functions agriculture and nature, several interviewees refer to the amelioration of the 
landscape as an instrument to improve the liveability of the area. They mention, for example, the 
restoration of landscape elements, which have a narrative value from a historical perspective and the 
creation of small-scaled, in stead of large-scaled, landscapes. One individual recommends the use of art 
to enhance the landscape quality and -by means of this- the living conditions. Offering attractive working- 
and housing conditions can on the one hand prevent that people abandon the area and on the other 
hand stimulate that people from the western part of the Netherlands, who are searching for space and 
rest, will come. 
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Housing and industry areas have been expanded on the countryside the last couple of years. To avoid 
the building-up of the rural area in Stadskanaal, the municipal policy designated functional zones, in 
which certain activities can (not) take place. There are special zones for urbanisation, forest 
development zones for forest activities, and zones to preserve the open plains. Thus, zoning can be a 
tool in the realisation of several functions on the countryside. 
 
“By means of zoning we indicate what can be developed where; agriculture, forestry and landscape 
plains should be maintained” (policy maker) 
 
Whatever the future policy of the rural area will be, there is one ‘golden rule’ that is not allowed to get 
broken: 
 
“the identity of the area with its openness, the grand character of the landscape must not be 
harmed”  
 
 
and 
“the traditional fen-colonial ‘strip-shaped’ housing areas should be preserved” (both: several 
interviewees) 
 
Tourism/recreation 
 
A second option that has been mentioned frequently to improve the quality of life in Stadskanaal is the 
construction of campsites and other recreational companies. At the same time, however, people don’t 
want too much disturbance of the peacefulness in this area. This attitude is somewhat contradictory and 
–according to some interviewees- characteristic for the mentality in this area. One interviewee explicitly 
appoints to this paradox and is of the opinion that people ‘just’ have to get used to the fact that it gets 
less quiet due to the increasing amount of people living or recreating in the area. Another interviewee 
sees the advantage of having more forest, because you can accommodate more people in the forest 
than in the open field. 
 
The municipal policy is also aimed at making the area more interesting and attractive for tourists and 
recreationists. The municipality tries to improve the image, e.g. by profiling the area with the slogan ‘The 
Green City’ and ‘area with quietness, space and nature’. The tourist officer is not pleased with these 
slogans, while they are to general and signify little. He suggested that the municipality should try to 
emphasise the uniqueness of the area, like the fen-colonial history.  
 
Co-operation and public support 
 
Several interviewees stress the necessity of good co-operation within the process of rural development 
with all kind of actors (e.g. agricultural union, province, municipalities, farmers, and inhabitants). 
Therefore, the policy development process needs to take place in an interactive and integrative way and 
should strive for public support. In this respect, the supply of information and extension services are 
important, as with these things mutual clarity, respect and understanding can be achieved. The 
municipality of Stadskanaal strives for such a policy process. The municipality perceives its own role as 
advisory and aimed at the fulfilment of preconditions for actors to participate in the development of the 
rural area.  
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Besides, in order to get the plans for (nature and forest) development implemented in the rural area, 
financial support and appropriate legal and spatial planning regulations are essential, as is reflected in a 
number of interviews. 
 
 
3.5.3 The role of forestry in rural development 
 
In general 
 
Afforestation as a means to develop the rural area of Stadskanaal is an item in both the municipal policy 
and the provincial policy. The results of the interviews clearly reflect that the feelings about the 
afforestation practices in Stadskanaal are mixed. For the one it is an essential component of rural 
development, whereas for the other forests have hardly no value in it. The meaning of forests is 
interpreted differently as well and it is a matter of both positive and negative feelings around it. In 
general, most interviewees have positive feelings about it. They think that afforestation can improve the 
quality of life in Stadskanaal. 
 
Forests provide an attractive green environment for recreation purposes. They create space and 
quietness. Next, to be able to walk straight from home into nature, in stead of always travelling with the 
car to get to the closest forest, is highly appreciated. The proximity of the forests is a very positive 
point. The establishment of good connections between residential areas and the forest and nature areas 
is crucial, to most interviewees’ opinions: 
 
“….there is a big road [between the houses and the forest], but they made a bridge across it, the 
‘Rode Loper’, so that everybody is able to get there” (inhabitan ) t
• 
• 
• 
 
Forests can ameliorate the landscape: it provides a more beautiful and varied environment. This 
enhances the quality of the living environment. The recreation and landscape attractiveness can be 
enlarged if the forests have a varied structure and species composition and not the characteristics of 
production forests. 
 
According to an interviewee, it appeared that afforestation had positively influenced the renovation of 
houses. The planting of forest meant an impulse for people to patch up and recover their houses, which 
contributed significantly to the improvement of local living conditions. Another interviewee notices that 
green areas and forest facilitate the sale of houses; a couple of houses that were for sale for a long 
time, were sold much faster as soon as the afforestation in the nearby surroundings was started. 
Besides, it is expected that forests will turn the present population decrease and reverse into a growth, 
by means of facilitating attractive housing areas. A consequence of this increase in popularity is a 
diminishing of respected qualities, such as rest and quietness. 
 
A positive aspect of forests, frequently mentioned, is that it provides additional income for farmers, who 
suffer difficult times. This topic will be dealt with in a separate section.  
 
Negative feelings with respect to the afforestation are: 
forests do not fit in the fen-colonial landscape, both not historical and esthetical 
it is a waste of productive, arable land 
it is built upon an economically weak system of grants and regulations. 
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No matter how positive or negative interviewees are about the recent afforestation, they agree on one 
thing: afforestation should not chase away the farmers in the area. 
 
Farmers and afforestation 
 
Afforestation by farmers is financed by the Government by means of the national Regulation 
‘Afforestation on Agricultural Land’, which is again based upon EU-Regulation 2080/92. It enables both 
permanent and temporal forests. However, in Stadskanaal it comprehends merely permanent forests. 
The revenues of it consist of grants and the profits of wood in the future. 
 
According to several interviewees, the farmers in the area were initially suspicious, but are at present 
getting more and more interested in it. 
 
“In the province of Groningen and the east side of the province of Drenthe are the Dutch areas with
the most afforestation. If one [sheep = farmer] leaps over the ditch  all the rest will follow” (forest 
manager) 
 
,
r
t
 
t  
t
 
People have different opinions on the relation between agriculture and forestry. One group of 
interviewees is of the opinion that forestry is ‘a means to get rural development started’. They perceive 
forestry as a reasonable alternative for the traditional agricultural practices of farmers. Forest 
managers, policy makers, and progressive farmers mostly spread this view: 
 
 “As a farmer you are also entrepreneur, at that specific moment the changeover to forest was a 
good decision. However, if you take the present development of land prices into consideration, this 
decision was less favourable” (forest farmer) 
 
Some doubt whether the decision to afforestate farming land is a positive one: 
 
“I think that as a farmer you have to smell your chances. I don’t have any t oubles with afforestation. I 
don’t know what it brings. But, whether it is really a choice that they [farmers] make themselves, or 
that they feel forced to do it. I have the feeling that are forced to do it” (representative interes  
group) 
 
The other group of interviewees is against afforestation, mainly because they are of the opinion that 
both landuses are difficult to combine. This group of interviewees merely consists of ‘traditional’ farmers 
and representatives of farming interests groups. 
 
“Forestry is diametrically opposed to agriculture and that is it” (representative of the agricultural 
union) 
“Farmer and forest, tha  does not get along with each other. When we started with the afforestation,
here was really panic in this neighbourhood” (forest farmer) 
 
These groups have opposite points of view. In general, there is a tendency towards a stronger attention 
to the integration of farming and forestry practices. However, there are still problems with respect to 
finances, spatial destination plans, tax, objections raised by neighbours, and so forth and so on. Two 
major problems with respect to afforestation by farmers deserve to be mentioned separately, financial 
aspects and ‘acid-sensitiveness of forests Regulation’. Farmers are reserved with respect to 
afforestation as some of them have been ‘punished’ by forests that have been planted some decades 
ago. These forests are registered as ‘acid-sensitive’. When a livestock farmer is situated adjacent to a 
‘acid-sensitive’ forest his future extension possibilities are limited. 
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“Now they [farmers] have troubles with the pieces of forest they had to plant during the reallocation 
of land (20-25 years ago), because these pieces are registered as acid-sensitive, which can restrict 
them in their management” (forest farmer) 
 
In order to avoid mutual exclusion of forestry and agriculture, the environmental legislation concerning 
the acid-sensitiveness of forests should be adapted. 
 
“They [government] should legally disconnect stock farming of forests, pigs next to fores s, this 
should be allowed” (forest farmer) 
t
t
 
 
The finances are a regularly returning topic during the interviews. Afforestation and nature projects are 
highly appreciated by most interviewees as they enhance the landscape quality, community life, etc. At 
the same time they state that it is financially very unattractive for the involved people, despite the time 
and energy they put in it. After afforestation, there is no immediate profit; the land prices are dropping 
dramatically; and, the wood price is very low. The grants are of eminent importance, as a farmer cannot 
live from his forest alone.  
 
However, the grants that are part of the EU-regulation are not a sufficient incentive for Dutch farmers to 
shift from (crop) farming to forestry. In order to stimulate afforestation on certain parcels, house building 
on it is sometimes allowed as well. This measure compensates the devaluation of the land prices. This 
amalgamation of forestry and house building is called “New Country Estates”. The municipality of 
Stadskanaal and the province of Groningen use this concept to embellish the area. 
 
Financial measures, such as mentioned above, can stimulate afforestation and nature projects. 
Inhabitants, recreationists and other interviewees found this logically: 
 
“when a farmer wants to make money, he is willing to undertake something differently, this is yet 
logical, they are also business people” (inhabitant) 
 
A policy maker points out that, while multifunctional forestry is an acknowledged concept, multifunctional 
agriculture, in which forestry plays a role, hardly exists. He mentions the “rabbat” forest as an example, 
in which forest is interwoven with agriculture. 
 
“it is a pity that the “rabbat” forest near Klazienaveen has been felt. This forest was used to produce 
clean water for the adjacent green houses, this is a perfect combination…this is sus ainable 
agriculture and sustainable landuse” (policy maker)
 
The aesthetics of afforestation 
 
The added value of forests to rural development is connected with the location of forest in the 
landscape. The municipal policy has pointed out forest development zones in which afforestation is 
allowed. They are situated adjacent to residential areas and already existing forests on the one hand and 
in long strips in the same extensive way as the fen-colonies have been cultivated on the other hand. As 
the openness of the fen-colonies needs to be protected, shreds of forest are not allowed. However, as 
temporal forest is not seen as forestry but as a form of agriculture, this only accounts to the permanent 
forest. Only if the municipality gives permission temporal forest can be converted into permanent forest, 
a municipal policy maker declares. 
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Opinions whether the forests should be established linked or fragmented vary. Several interviewees 
dislike fragmented afforestation. The say the landscape becomes more attractive with a bigger 
connected forest. Next, it is more attractive for farmers. Finally, it more useful for forest recreation. Not 
everybody agrees with this viewpoint. These interviewees explain that exactly small bushes and 
scattered groups of trees are attractive for this area, as this preserves the openness of the area and 
the existing view axes. Small elements are not so disrupting and therefore easy to fit in the landscape. 
 
The necessity to preserve the openness of the landscape, that is characteristic for the fen-colonial area, 
returns frequently during the interviews. This aspect needs to be acknowledged by the authorities 
anyhow. People don’t appreciate afforestation for reasons of the present landscape being so ugly and 
bare. 
 
Most interviewees find it important that regional and varied tree species are being used. 
 
“Develop things where they belong, when I see poplars on the sand grounds of the province of 
Drenthe, I think that you should not do that, this is not good. But if this is done in an area with river 
clay grounds, there is nothing against it” (forest manager) 
 
Afforestation is more and more directed towards a natural appearance with variety in regional species 
and less directed towards a linear planting of trees. Besides, afforestation should take place in forest 
development zones. Forest management is more directed towards the ‘nature should develop itself’ 
principle. 
 
Multifunctionality 
 
Afforestation, according to the municipal policy, must have an added value for its surroundings.  
 
Recreation and tourism. Inhabitants of Stadskanaal regularly use the new forests ‘Page forest ‘and’ 
Vledder forest nearby residential areas of Stadskanaal. Recreational opportunities of the new forests 
play an important role in people’s appreciation of it. Accessibility, attractiveness and the availability of 
visitors facilities are important aspects the new forests. 
 
Nature. The ecological values of forests are sometimes mentioned, but do not play a key role. 
Afforestation and nature policy in Stadskanaal and surroundings is integrated in the rural area policy. 
Important issues are the recent afforestation and the realisation of the Ecological Mainstructure in the 
area of Westerwolde. Around the brook valley of the ‘Ruiten Aa’ a lot of land is being bought by the 
Office Management Agricultural Land (a governmental organisation for land mobilisation) for the 
development of an ecological network of nature and forest areas on the one hand and for small-scaled 
traditional agriculture on the other hand, as stated by the involved manager. Both functions will be 
combined. According to a nature manager: 
 
“one should not everything stuff with forests, simply some ponds and rough areas are also 
important.” (representative of an interest group)  
 
Wood production. Sometimes forests are seen as important for the fulfilment of the wood consumption 
within the Netherlands. The self-sufficiency degree of wood should go up, in stead of the cutting down of 
wood in traditional forests or –even more- importing wood from foreign countries. Therefore, it is 
significant to arrange wood markets in co-operation with involved people, to avoid future concurrence. 
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New Country Estates 
 
Multifunctionality is one of the most important aims of the New Country Estates. This concept explicitly 
assumes that functions are interwoven. Apart from the possibility to live, the Country Estates have to 
facilitate nature, recreation and culture. Next, the Country Estates have to fit in the local landscape. By 
means of these New Country Estate the municipality hopes to pull new residents. 
 
“It is the power of the combined concept of afforestation and country estate development that this 
multifunctionality, that all these different functions can be expressed at the same time” (policy maker) 
 
Co-operation and public support 
 
Interviewees, who are either involved in the plantation, management and policy of forest or rural 
development, indicate that it is important to involve as many actors as possible in the planning process. 
This is necessary for understanding each other’s interests and to operate jointly. The involved actors 
need to be reflection of the interests of society. Contacts should be established with a variety of 
organisations, such as municipalities, provinces, district water boards, domain managers, and interest 
groups. These contacts should be established in an early stage of the process and are essential to let 
the process run fluently and to increase the public support. Each of the partners has to feel a collective 
responsibility for the afforestation projects. Besides, the planning process itself has to develop 
interactively and not top-down. An interactive planning approach facilitates an easy implementation of the 
afforestation plans. Finally, it is important to know what is feasible and what not. 
 
However, apart from this formal language, potential forest farmers in their search for finances feel lost 
in the municipal labyrinth. According to them, the municipal task with regard to afforestation is to take 
care that afforestation is both legally and from a planning perspective well regulated. To a municipal 
policy maker and a forest farmer, the role of the municipality should be facilitating.  
 
“Such a municipality does not know anything of all the financial regulations you are using. A 
municipality has nothing to do with these things. The only things a municipali y can and must do is 
that they consider the planning aspects of it together with us [the farmers], that they wan  to think 
with us” (forest farmer)  
t
t
 
Future of forestry and afforestation 
 
Expectations and wishes for the future vary among the interviewees. Some people think more 
afforestation is possible, but the area should not be completely filled with forests. However, most people 
do not expect that the amount of forest will increase significantly.  
 
The changes in agriculture have repercussions on the role of forestry in rural development. According to 
several interviewees governmental regulations, such as the severe environmental requirements, make it 
farmers very difficult to continue their activities. If new changes in the agricultural sector affect farming 
practices in a negative way, a transition to forestry might get more attractive to farmers. Most people 
expect farming land to be set free due to leaving farmers. On the other hand most people realise that 
the raising land prices make the transition of farming land to forested land all the time less attractive. 
Besides, stock farmers from other parts of the Netherlands, who are much more fortunate and thus 
more capable of buying expansive land, will move their business to this part. This trend blocks 
afforestation practices.  
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A forest farmer expects the size of forest in this area to increase, but slightly, and gradually it will 
stagnate. Also a recreation entrepreneur does not expect the amount of forest to grow much more. 
 
“if the conditions do not change, not much more forest will be added; there has to be found a 
solution for the finances” (recreation entrepreneur) 
 
Financial support and good regulations are of eminent importance for the realisation of afforestation. An 
increase of the economic lure of afforestation can stimulate it, according to several interviewees. It is 
obvious that a broader economic support is needed for more afforestation. A raising of the financial 
allowances can create a good impulse for afforestation. Besides, it might happen that in the future 
citizens have to pay for forests, a forest manager indicates, as the grants for the opening of forests will 
not be sufficient. 
 
For the future, it is desirable that, according to many interviewees, afforestation  
does not chase (neighbouring) farmers away because of acid-sensitivity • 
• 
• 
• 
should fit into the peat-colonial landscape: guarantee of grandness/openness, alternation with 
pastures and forest parcels. 
should lead to accessible forests for recreationists 
be used in a multifunctional way. 
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4. Comparison between groups of people 
 
 
4.1 In general 
 
In both case study areas, there are no strong disputes about the meaning and role of forests in the area 
between groups of people. People do have different opinions, however, they do not lead to extensive 
discussions. 
 
Differences in opinions about the present role of forestry in the area and the possible role of forestry in 
rural development are sometimes related to the different actor groups, but most of the times they are 
not. The distinction in actor groups has partly been justified. 
 
A major difference can be made between those people who are professionally involved in forestry and 
rural development and those people who are not professionally involved. The former group reveals a 
‘policy oriented discourse’. Merely people from actor group 3, but also the forest and nature managers 
of actor group 1 belong to this group. The latter group merely consists of interviewees from actor group 
2, and some of both other actor groups. 
 
In the following two sections, the most important discourses in each case study area will be highlighted. 
However, in this stage of the research, we have not been able to elaborate more on this. Sometimes the 
discourses overlap each other. A clear distinction was at present not possible to make. 
 
 
4.2 Traditional forest area Ede 
 
Roughly, the following discourses can be distinguished: 
Nature lovers discourse. ‘Modern’ radical forest and nature managers actor group 1, nature lovers 
actor group 2, and representative of nature organisations actor group 3. This discourse is aimed at 
the creation of large nature areas in which human beings and thus agriculture play a subordinate 
role. 
• 
• 
• 
• 
Gardened forest discourse. ‘Traditional’ forest managers, farmers actor group 1, inhabitants and 
recreationists actor group 2. This discourse values traditional management techniques. Nature 
exists to serve human beings and not the other way around. People have to make a living somehow. 
Consensus-oriented discourse. ‘Modern’ pragmatic forest and nature managers actor group 1, 
policy makers actor group 3. This discourse is realistic and pragmatic. People do have ideals, but 
they are restricted as feasibility and efficiency are always taken into account. 
Preservation of cultural and historical agricultural values discourse. Inhabitants and recreationists 
actor group 2, representative of local heritage organisations actor group 3. This discourse 
prioritises traditional agricultural practices and the accompanying landscape identity. 
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4.3 Afforestation area Stadskanaal 
 
Roughly, the following discourses can be distinguished: 
Nature lovers (pro forest) discourse. ‘Modern’ radical forest and nature managers actor group 1, 
nature lovers actor group 2, and representative of nature organisations actor group 3. This 
discourse is aimed at the creation of large nature areas in which human beings and thus agriculture 
play a subordinate role. 
• 
• 
• 
• 
Gardened (pro) forest discourse. ‘Traditional’ forest managers, farmers actor group 1, inhabitants 
and recreationists actor group 2. This discourse values traditional management techniques. Nature 
exists to serve human beings and not the other way around. People have to make a living somehow. 
Community sustainability discourse. Policy makers, representatives interest groups actor group 3. 
This discourse is aimed at the socio-economic development of the area. At the same it is realistic 
and pragmatic. People do have ideals, but they are restricted as feasibility and efficiency are always 
taken into account. 
Preservation of cultural and historical agricultural values discourse (against forest). Farmers actor 
group 1, inhabitants and recreationists actor group 2, representative of local heritage organisations 
and agricultural organisations actor group 3. This discourse prioritises traditional agricultural 
practices and the accompanying landscape identity. 
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5. Integrated comparative analysis for both case study areas 
 
 
This chapter deals with the comparison of both case study areas. The subject of this chapter is the final 
national analysis, the third major section of the report. Firstly, the differences between Ede and 
Stadskanaal with respect to topics such as ‘perception of rural’, ‘significance of forest’, ‘forest 
management’ and ‘rural development’, are analysed. Secondly, the similarities between both localities 
will be dealt with. Thirdly, the contribution of forestry to the quality of life in both localities is being 
discussed. 
 
 
5.1 Differences 
 
 
Objective characteristics of the rural area 
The rural area of Ede exists of extensive forest and 
nature areas and a large, predominantly agricultural, 
area with mostly a rational, large-scaled landscape 
and partly a traditional, small-scaled landscape. In the 
agriculture area meadows, crop fields, large (pig, 
chicken) stock farmers, and landscape elements like 
hedgerows, brooks and pools can be found. 
The rural area of Stadskanaal can be characterised 
with on the on the one hand a large-scaled, extensive 
fen-colonial area with little landscape elements and on 
the other hand a small-scaled brookvalley landscape 
with many scattered landscape elements. In the entire 
area agriculture plays a dominant role. The large 
afforestation projects are predominantly planned in the 
fen-colonial landscape. In the brookvalley landscape 
only small afforestation will occur, mainly by natural 
regeneration. 
 
Perceptions of rural 
These ‘outdoor’ area differences are reflected in the 
perception people have of each rural area. Interviewed 
people in Ede make a clear distinction between on the 
one hand forest and nature areas and on the other 
hand the agricultural area. For many respondents in 
Ede do the large forest areas of the Veluwe not belong 
to the countryside, whereas the smaller forest 
parcels, hedgerows, thickets, etc. do belong the 
countryside. 
In Stadskanaal, on the contrary, all the forests –either 
small or large- belong to the countryside. 
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 Significance of forests 
In Ede, people recreate in the forests of Ede itself, as 
they are at walking or cycling distance for a majority 
of the people. 
Respondents of Stadskanaal indicate that they visit 
regular the neighbouring forests of the province of 
Drenthe for longer recreational activities. 
The forests of Ede play a significant role since 
centuries 
Whereas in Stadskanaal the first forest lots originated 
from the second half of the 20th century. 
The forests of Ede have been discussed more 
frequent and intensive during the interviews, 
Than the forests of Stadskanaal. 
People from Ede are more personally en deeply 
attached to the forests, 
Than people from Stadskanaal. 
Whereas in Ede the forest and nature area is more 
important than the agricultural area, 
It is the opposite in Stadskanaal. 
The forests of Ede have significance for beyond the 
municipal borders, they belong to the bigger nature 
area the Veluwe, which is nationally and internationally 
well known and recognised. Dutch people visiting the 
area form the majority of the visitors, but besides that 
it has attracted tourists from all over the world. 
The forests of Stadskanaal are merely visited by local 
inhabitants and every now and then by a tourist or 
recreationist. 
 
Forests and management 
The distinction between old and new forest are hardly 
mentioned in Ede. When this distinction is made, they 
refer either to the afforestation in the northern parts of 
the Netherlands or to the hypothetical situation of 
afforestation in the agricultural rural area of Ede. 
In Stadskanaal distinctions between the old e ) and
new forests and between pe manen  and temporary 
forests are being made often. This distinction is being 
made because of aesthetics and to experience ‘real’ 
forests. 
( r  
r t
Most people think that all functions should be 
respected in the forest. However, for almost every 
interviewee nature and recreation are the most 
important functions 
The discussion of desirable forest functions and the 
balance between the different functions is much 
debated. 
A (wished) nature-like appearance of forests is often 
opposed against the age and artificiality of (present) 
forests. The discussions in Ede, however, were 
focused on forest management issues. A let-nature-
develop-itself management was opposed against a 
clean-and-order management. Also a management in 
which nature is the dominant function was opposed 
against integrated forest management. 
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 Meanings of forests for the municipality 
The values of the forests for the municipality of Ede 
are lying within the social-cultural and ecological 
perspective. The economic perspective was 
subordinate during the interviews, although the forests 
are of major importance for tourism and recreation 
and house and office buildings. The economic 
importance is, to our opinion, underestimated by the 
people. 
In Stadskanaal the socio-cultural values of forests 
are highly valued. Besides, the economic additional 
value of it, like the meaning forests have for providing 
additional income for (almost retiring) farmers and for 
facilitating an attractive living environment for house 
building. The ecological perspective is, in contrast to 
Ede, subordinate. 
 
Conflicting forest functions 
As the old forests of Ede have as well an important 
recreation as a nature function, conflicts between both 
functions, like disturbance of nature, closure of nature 
areas for recreation, zoning of recreation, are more 
frequently mentioned than in Stadskanaal. Forest 
lovers want sometimes both conservation of 
accessibility and quiet places for recreationists. Policy 
is aimed at maintenance of recreation because of its 
economic importance, but zoning of it to the borders 
of the nature and forest area and recreational side-use 
of the rural area to unburden nature. 
In Stadskanaal, almost each respondent thinks 
recreation and tourism may grow, the attractiveness 
of the area becomes bigger, and a better regional 
image must be obtained. One would like the new 
forests to be attractive and accessible. However, 
some inhabitants want to remain the area to be quiet. 
The conflict between recreation and nature is not that 
important in Stadskanaal, on the other hand a conflict 
between recreation and wood production can be 
noticed, as production forest is to be considered as 
hardly attractive. 
 
Rural development 
Rural development is not a big object of discussion in 
Ede. It refers mainly to the difficult situation of the 
individual farmer and the wish of most people to keep 
the area agricultural. 
In Stadskanaal, it is discussed more frequently and 
intensively. The north-eastern part of the Netherlands, 
in which Stadskanaal is located, has more difficulties 
with a decrease in population, negative image, and so 
forth. Besides, as agriculture plays a considerable 
bigger role, developments acting on farming practices 
negatively are more influential than in Ede. 
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 The role of forests in rural development 
Many respondents argue that in principle Ede has got 
enough forest in its direct surroundings and plenty of 
recreation possibilities. In the rural area (the 
agricultural part of Ede) there is no place for large 
forest complexes, as the open character of this area 
should be preserved. Yet, there is place for landscape 
elements that decorate the landscape and recover or 
strengthen at certain spots the small-scaled character 
of it. In the past, these landscape elements have 
existed, but during the last decades many elements 
have been removed. These elements clearly have an 
ecological function; they are part of the national 
Ecological Main Structure. The embellishment of the 
landscape in combination with recreation development 
can strengthen the quality of the agricultural outdoor 
area. Afforestation is no part of the rural area policy. It 
can be concluded that forest in Ede will have a 
(multifunctional) role in rural development at a micro 
level. 
There is little forest present in the rural area of 
Stadskanaal. Policy makers recognise the potentials 
for afforestation, which should be multifunctional and 
of importance for recreation. However, the character 
of the major part of the rural area (fen-colonial 
landscape) is open and large-scaled. Afforestation 
breaks this character up. The forests must be 
carefully situated in the existing landscape structure. A 
lot of people have still to get used to the new forests. 
It can be concluded that forest in Stadskanaal will 
operate on meso level in rural development. In 
Stadskanaal, forest complexes of reasonable size are 
considered. In the fen-colonial landscape neither 
forests or landscape elements have ever existed in the 
past, in contrast to Ede. The afforestation of small 
forests and landscape elements in Stadskanaal 
guarantee the maintenance of ‘view axes’, but their 
meaning for recreation is less. 
The plantation of temporary forests is not being 
discussed in Ede, 
whereas in Stadskanaal this also occurs to a small 
extent. Plantations are being established for wood 
production, which contrasts with the large scaled 
multifunctional afforestation projects. 
 
Policy instruments for traditional forest and afforestation in rural development 
Whereas future forestry developments in Ede are 
embedded within nature rural development policy, 
In Stadskanaal, future forestry developments are 
taken place within socio-economic rural development 
policy. 
Consequently, major policy instruments in Ede are 
inspired by nature aims. The realisation of Green 
connections, that are part of the National Ecological 
Network, has priority in the agricultural area “Gelderse 
Vallei”. Also the municipal Landscape Management 
Plan is important for agriculture nature management, 
of which small forests/road plantations can be a part. 
In Stadskanaal forestry is supportive to which rural 
development is aimed at, namely ‘liveability in both 
socio-cultural terms as in economic terms. Major 
forestry policy instruments to achieve these aims are: 
Regulation Stimulation transformation Arable land into 
Forests and the New Country Estates concept. 
Although the latter one also plays a role in Ede, the 
content and conditions are rather different. 
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 Economy of Land (mobility and competition) 
Afforestation is hardly attractive in Ede, as the land is 
far too important for farmers, while they need (extra) 
land for manure disposal. 
This problem of land shortages does not play a major 
role in Stadskanaal, yet. Yet, while in the recent past 
the land prices have raised already, partly due to the 
move of stock farmers out of the sandy regions of the 
Netherlands to this area. It can be expected that, if 
land comes available and the government will allow 
more stock farmers to settle down, the battle for the 
land will also occur in Stadskanaal. 
 
 
5.2 Similarities 
 
Future of the rural area: agriculture 
In both areas agriculture is the main function of the countryside and must remain the most important function, 
according to almost all interviewed people. Therefore, respondents remark that afforestation in the rural area 
should be planned with the greatest caution, as forest can have negative consequences for the area (see 
landscape point). 
In both areas, the interviewees indicate the importance of land prices. Increasing land prices makes farming 
difficult and forestry unattractive (in both areas the value of forest land is 10-15% of the value of farming land. 
This proportion can get even more unbalanced as the land prices are rising rapidly). 
 
The role of forestry in rural development with respect to landscape 
In both areas, negative effects of afforestation are being mentioned. Forest can be a threat for the landscape 
character of the countryside, like the disturbance of the openness with panoramic views, as especially 
respondents of Stadskanaal recall. Thus, forests do not always fit in the present cultural-historic landscape 
types. 
Besides, forests have in the first year a rather artificial and open character and become attractive just in the 
long term. This is just a temporary disadvantage. 
In both areas, most people appreciate the forests as they augment the attractiveness of their living and working 
environment. In Ede, the present forest is that much appealing for people out of the western part of the 
Netherlands that they move to this area and are prepared to commute long distances; the willingness to move 
also accounts for retired people out of the same region. Besides, business companies, trade and industry settle 
down on a more frequent base as (again) the comparative advantage of Ede increases. The same processes 
are playing in Stadskanaal, although on a smaller level and people will settle down in stead of commuting. In 
both areas people indicate that forests offer space and quietness, that contributes to a pleasant liveable 
surrounding. Besides, it appeared that one afforestation project caused an incentive for the renovation of 
neighbouring houses by their inhabitants. 
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 The role of forestry in rural development with respect to agriculture 
Next, in both areas forests are experienced negatively because of their sensitiveness for acid-holding soil. Law 
therefore protects this sensitiveness. 
In both areas contrasting interests between farming and forestry can be noticed, though in Stadskanaal logically 
of recent times. The major conflict that rises is the acid-sensitivity of forests. The intensive and industrial 
practices of stock farmers cause a lot of manure at the expense of the environment. Law therefore protects 
acid-sensitive forests. As a consequence, it is difficult or impossible for farmers to expand their farming 
activities. In Ede, this is already the case for farmers adjacent to the traditional forests. In Stadskanaal and in 
the agricultural area of Ede farmers offer resistance to afforestation, as they are afraid that this limits their 
expansion or even locks their business. 
Another conflict originates from the fact that the rural area is increasingly claimed by different functions and 
interests (partly due to the rise of industry and house building). In the past, some arable land has been 
transformed into temporary forests and other arable land into permanent forest. In the latter case this has led 
to a change in the municipal destination plan as well, which is legally binding for its inhabitants. Farmers see this 
permanent change as a loss of valuable productive land and a threat for their existence. However, people 
involved in forestry argue that afforestation is a (reasonable) good alternative for agriculture. 
Management of forest and nature (strips of grass and flowers and pools) brings in return governmental grants 
(Regulation Stimulation Afforestation on Farming Land and Landscape Management). These grants provide the 
farmers with an additional income. So, forest and nature management has an economic value and by means of 
this they play a role in the rural development of both areas. 
 
The role of forestry in rural development with respect to recreation 
The attractiveness of forest is important in both areas. Older and varied forest is valued more than new and 
less varied forests. Old forests have more diversity because of a stronger variation in species and structure, 
which makes it more surprising and more appealing for walking and cycling activities. 
Accessibility is considered to be very important and contributes to a multifunctional use of the forests. 
 
Residential areas as a result of afforestation 
As well Ede as Stadskanaal are dealing with the arrival of new residents in the (agricultural) rural area. Farmers 
who (partly) stop their business are being replaced by either stock farmers, as is the case in Stadskanaal, or by 
wealthy citizens who will built their house on a former agricultural parcel and by elderly retired people who have 
or buy a holiday home and settle more or less permanently, as is merely the case in Ede. The non-farming 
residents search for a quiet and rural environment. They do not want the area to be filled up with lots of other 
people living there, as the appreciated peace will then disappear. 
The house building in the rural areas is not always appreciated and found suitable in the landscape. Not only the 
location, but also the style and the use of materials and colours are sometimes considered as negative. ‘One’ 
does not take into account the landscape character, the local architecture and the historical and cultural 
aspects. In Ede, interviewees remark that the size of the house does not fit with the surface of the parcel; 
mostly the surface is too small for the size of the house 
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5.3 The (dis-)benefits of forestry on the local quality of life 
 
One of the research questions of the Multifor.RD-project focuses on the attitudes people have with 
respect to the (dis-)benefits of forestry for local communities. It is widely acknowledged that forests and 
forestry can have economic, social, cultural and ecological benefits for countries, regions and local 
communities. The interactions between forests and the locality can be characterised by four major 
criteria, which can be both positively and negatively perceived by people (Minutes Ireland, 2000; 
Papageourgiou et al., 2000): 
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Community benefits 
Landscape identity 
Economic welfare 
Environment & nature quality 
+ / - 
+ / - 
+ / - 
 
 
Community benefits: this criterion deals with the impacts of forests on personal and community 
values to sustain the well being of community members (e.g. respect for their distinctive rural 
lifestyle); 
• 
• 
• 
• 
Economic welfare: this criterion is related to the possible impact of forests on daily existence and 
livelihood and welfare of the locality; 
Landscape identity: this criterion examines the implications of forests on landscape aesthetics, the 
image and the cultural-historic values of the landscape; 
Environment and nature quality: this criterion is about the impact of forests on the environment and 
on nature areas. 
 
Results from the qualitative survey, conducted in six European countries within the Multifor.RD project, 
identified a number of indicators belonging to each criterion, which interviewees frequently referred to 
(see table 5.1). Those indicators reflect the attitudes and perceptions of community members regarding 
forests and forestry. The role of forest and its positive or negative impact on rural communities was 
evaluated on the basis of the general feeling of attitudes expressed by the interviewed.  
 
Evaluation of forestry impacts was performed on a 5-point scale ranging from strongly negative (--) to 
neither negative nor positive or not mentioned (0) to strongly positive (++). Evaluation of the research 
findings therefore, is largely a subjective matter, which it particularly aims to emphasise on and indicate 
areas of major consensual opposition or support to afforestation by the respondents. The general 
attitudes of the interviewees with respect to perceived (dis-)benefits of forestry on the quality of life in 
Ede and Stadskanaal are shown in table 5.2. 
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Table 5.1 C ite ia and indica ors used to illustrate the impac s of forest on the quality of life (adapted from 
Papageourgiou et al., 2000) 
r r t t
CRITERIA and 
indicators 
Interpretation 
COMMUNITY BENEFITS 
Recreation potential It examines the potential of forested land to be used for recreation purposes. 
Community cohesion 
It measures the impact of forest on community bonds and social interactions between 
community members (e.g. neighbourhood isolations as a result of blocking views). 
Quality of living 
environment 
It assesses the implication of forest in creating an attractive environment for living in 
terms of personal sense of well being 
Social equity and 
autonomy 
It measures how forest practices affect the self-governance and self-determination of 
local communities. 
ECONOMIC WELFARE 
Income from goods 
and services 
It measures the income withdrawn from forestry out of the production of (non-) timber 
products (direct use) as well as services such as tourism and recreation (indirect use). 
Employment creation 
It examines the potential of new forests in providing employment opportunities either at 
a primary production level or at trade, manufacturing and tourism. 
Economic 
sustainability 
It assesses the possibilities and opportunities of forest resources to sustain the 
livelihood of community members in the long run (development and distribution of 
economic sources and the local control over the economy) 
LANDSCAPE IDENTITY 
Aesthetic quality 
It is referred to people’s emotional reactions on forests as part of the rural landscape as 
regards to aesthetics, visual quality attributes 
Openness versus enclosure, landscape diversity, sensitivity and rate of change. 
Image/uniqueness It assesses how forest impacts the image and the uniqueness of the landscape 
Cultural and historical 
associations 
It examines the impact of forest on local culture and history marked in the landscape 
(heritage, traditions, narratives, archaeological values, and static versus dynamic 
landscape). 
ENVIRONMENT AND NATURE QUALITY 
Impact on natural 
resources 
It examines the ecological implication of forestry on environmental parameters including 
soil, water, air etc. 
Contribution to 
biodiversity 
It examines the role of forested areas to enhance the ecological integrity of forest 
resources and provide habitat to a variety of floral and faunal species. 
 
 
 
5.3.1 Community benefits 
 
Ede 
 
The recreational potential of the forests of Ede is highly valued by all interviewees. The use value of the 
forests (hiking, cycling, etc.) is mentioned frequently. Besides, esthetical aspects play an important role 
in the recreational experience of the visitor. The forests offer variety, contrast and different species and 
landscape types. The management type can influence people’s perception about the recreational quality, 
at the same time people have different ideas about beauty and appreciate different manifestations of 
forest. 
 
Everybody is of the opinion that forests contribute to a high degree to the quali y of their living 
environment. To some interviewees the forests are even of existential value. Some people will never 
t
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leave Ede, despite the fact that they have to commute a rather big distance every day. Other people, 
who were living elsewhere, have returned to Ede because they were longing to its forests. Real estate 
developers are aware of this factor and therefore interested in investments in Ede. 
 
People hardly made any remarks with respect to community cohesion. Indirectly, forests might influence 
the bonds of inhabitants of the municipality of Ede, however, not on the overall community level, but 
either on the level of district or on the level of people sharing common interests (nature affinity). This 
becomes visible when urban development or recreation activities are threatening the forests in a specific 
area of the municipality or when some people perceive changing management methods as forest 
unfriendly. Things like this create (temporal) bonds between like-minded persons. 
 
t
Social equity and autonomy. There is a growing need among the public to be involved in forest 
management decisions. As the battle for the space gets more intense and complex in the Netherlands, 
more conflicts arise between different interests. This does not only mean that public interests have to be 
respected and taken into account, but also that inhabitants and recreationists should be able to actually 
participate in the management of forest and nature areas. 
 
 
Table 5.2 The role of fores ry on the quality of life in Ede and Stadskanaal 
Criteria  Indicators Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Community 
benefits 
 
Recreation potential 
Quality of living environment  
Community cohesion 
Social equity and autonomy 
++ 
++ 
0 
+ 
+/0 
+ & - 
+ 
0 
Economic 
welfare 
Income from goods and services 
Employment creation 
Economic sustainability 
+ & - 
+ & - 
0 
- - & + 
- 
+ & - 
Landscape 
identity 
Aesthetic quality of landscape 
Image/ uniqueness 
Cultural and historical associations 
++/+- 
++/+ 
++/+ 
+ & - 
+ & - 
+ & - 
Environment 
and nature 
quality 
Impact on natural resources  
Contribution to biodiversity  
++ 
++ 
+ 
+ 
- = negative, - - = strongly negative 
0 = neither negative nor positive or not/hardly mentioned 
+ = positive, ++ =strongly positive 
 
 
Stadskanaal 
 
New forests are highly valued for their recreation opportunities, especially for short-term activities like 
walking the dog or taking the kids out for a walk. For the longer hikes and cycling tours, people 
generally choose the somewhat older and larger forests located further away. The opening of the 
forests and accessibility by means of paths and trails are vital for their appreciation.  
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To many people new forests make their personal surroundings and housing conditions more 
comfortable, liveable and attractive whereas to some others forests lowers the quality of their living 
environment as they block the view. 
 
As far as the community cohesion is concerned, several people mention that the new forests pull locals 
out of their homes to go outside for a walk and that the area gets more lively.  
 
Afforestation had no obvious implication regarding social equity and autonomy. 
 
 
5.3.2 Economic welfare 
 
Ede 
 
Income from wood production is seen as relatively unimportant. Direct income for forest managers from 
recreational services is meagre as the forests are free accessible in the Netherlands. However, forest 
owners receive for the opening of their forests grants from the government. This financial concession is 
nevertheless a ‘joke’ if it is compared with the money the accommodation, catering and amusement 
industry is making due to the presence of forest and nature areas of Ede. Each year, hundred of 
thousands up to millions of tourists and recreationists are visiting Ede and surroundings and spending 
their money in one of the local restaurants, bungalow parks or attractions. Besides, the attractiveness of 
the surroundings pulls investor in house and office buildings to Ede. The latter income sources of forests 
are hardly acknowledged by any of the interviewees. The people who are directly involved in forestry 
barely take advantage of the income being made indirectly. The income out of landscape management is 
not substantial in farmers’ income. 
 
Direct employment in the forestry sector is low as in large forested areas nature can develop without 
human intervention and so labour intensive work belongs to former times. Again, indirectly a lot of 
employment is created in the tourism/recreation and building industry. 
 
The economic sustainability of forests has hardly been put forward in the discourses. Some people 
notice that the long term viability of the forest and nature areas might get in danger as owners are not 
rewarded more substantially in the future. It is also observed by some interviewees that at present 
nature is ‘over’ valued at the expense of wood production. According to them this ‘irresponsible’ attitude 
endangers the long-term viability of the world forests. Besides this welfare arrogance is inappropriate 
due to the fact that all the Dutch forests are man-made and our wood consumption destroys pristine 
forests. 
 
Stadskanaal 
 
Selling wood and non-timber products do not contribute substantially to locals’ income. Tourist 
entrepreneurs expect that new forests will attract more tourists in the area. However, these numbers 
are still very low compared to other areas in the Netherlands. Farming can hardly provide a decent 
income anymore. The subsidies provide them with additional income and on that basis most 
interviewees, though opposing to afforestation on arable land, respect the choice of farmers to plant 
trees on their land. However, most farmers are planting trees out of a negative perspective: through 
lack of a successor, because they want to take up early retirement or they want to keep the property in 
the family.  
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Apart from forest farmers, there is hardly any employment created by the new forests.  
 
New forests can hardly contribute to long term prospects of the locality. One forest farmer already 
regretted to some extent his afforestation: “if you observe the present increase of he land prices, my 
choice is less favourable”. Most farmers need a compensation for the drop of prices of their land. The 
municipality offers in return the opportunity to build some houses on their land. By means of this 
agreement attractive housing areas are created, which can pull more fortunate people to the locality. 
Some people expect that the long-term prospects for tourism and recreation are growing. Farmers 
perceive afforestation sometimes as a threat, because new forests hinder their (future) farming 
practices or reduce the productivity of soils (shadow, roots). Especially, the potential obstruction of 
agricultural management by environmental protective legislation is perceived very negatively. This 
legislation appoints some forests as sensitive to acid and therefore, they need to be protected against 
industrial stock farming. Consequently, expansion of agricultural activities nearby acid sensitive forest 
and nature areas is limited. This has led a former farmer to state: “agricul ure and forest must be legally 
disconnected”. 
t
t  
t t
 
 
 
5.3.3 Landscape identity 
 
Ede 
 
The aes hetic landscape quali y of the forests is high. As has been discussed already several times, 
people appreciate the forests of Ede. The forests with deciduous trees are valued more than the forests 
with predominantly exotic trees. 
 
Most people found that the forests, in combination with the heather, sand dunes and pools of Ede are 
unique for the Netherlands and they express that it is a privilege to live close to such a large and 
accessible nature area. The forests of Ede are part of the nature area “National Landscape Veluwe”, 
which covers several municipalities. The (inter)national relevance is also acknowledged by policy makers 
and politicians and therefore this area is strongly protected. 
 
The cultural and historical associations with respect to forests are strong as they determine already for 
several centuries the identity of Ede and surroundings. 
 
It can be concluded that the forests in Ede form a natural part of the local landscape identity and 
heritage. This is not questioned at all. However, as soon as the discourses focus on the agricultural part 
of Ede, the opinions of all interviewees make clear that this part of Ede should not be destroyed by large 
forested areas. As Ede has strong agricultural traditions, the agricultural character must be preserved. 
Nobody is in favour of afforestation of the countryside. However, people think differently about the 
extent to which the landscape can assimilate forests. Most people think that forests are only allowed for 
linear plantation along roads, waterways and other landscape elements. Some people think that for the 
completion of the ecological network larger forested areas are needed. 
 
Stadskanaal 
Aesthetic quality of landscape. New forests are, according to most interviewees, quiet and spacious, 
attractive for kids and due to their open character they are enjoyable to look at. The negative aspects 
are linked with their artificial appearance and the small variety of planted species. Some people 
associate the new forests primarily with monocultures of poplar claiming that “poplar, those long 
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straight stems just ruin the horizon”. However, most people are aware that young forest stands will look 
more mature and attractive, as they grow older. In general, the most recently planted forest has greater 
variation. Consequently, they are much more appreciated than the monocultures for wood production. 
Although the new forests are still very open and lack character, some respondents have the opinion that 
they do provide a nice variety within the landscape. Other respondents dislike forests as they block the 
open landscape with panoramic views, which is characteristic for this area. As exemplified in the words 
of an interviewee “It’s all right to me if the affores ation takes place around the residential areas, but the
landscape must remain open”. It appears that people who come from other areas, prefer more forest to 
brighten up the empty landscape whilst native people appreciate the original landscape character.  
t  
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Unanimously, it is stated that farming practices should determine the landscape image both presently 
and in the years to come. At the same time, some people appreciate the development of new forms of 
landuse, like forests and tourism, whilst others are against. Especially farmers are of the opinion that 
several other forms of landuse are destroying the traditional farming landscape, including forestry. 
According to them, afforestation of arable land constitutes a considerable degradation.  
 
Strongly related to the former indicator is the cultural and historical associations people have in relation 
to the fen-colonial landscape. It is a man-made landscape, mainly made for expansion of agricultural 
production. This landscape is perceived to be unique in its origin and character and it is nowhere else to 
be found. To several people, but farmers in particular, to return land to nature, as forest, is a mortal sin. 
 
 
5.3.4 Environment and nature quality 
 
Ede 
 
(Almost) every interviewee mentions the positive contribution of forests on biodiversity. There is a 
controversy which management regime is best suitable for the stimulation of biodiversity. According to 
the ‘ecological oriented forest lovers’ nature should develop itself; therefore the managers should 
intervene as few as possible. The ‘gardened forest lovers’ oppose this viewpoint; they think intervention, 
provided that it is carefully done, can enrich the variety and quality of species and habitats. 
 
The impact of forests on the natural resources is less frequently mentioned. However, people involved 
professionally in forestry, do mention aspects as air purification and protection of ground water. 
 
Stadskanaal 
 
The impact of the new forests on natural resou ces and their contribution to biodive sity is hardly 
mentioned in the interviews, except for the administrators and managers who are professionally 
engaged in nature conservation. They view forests as important biotopes rich in floral and faunal 
species. More important, to the policy makers and nature managers forests form an essential part of 
the Dutch National Ecological Structure, a nature concept in which large nature areas have to be 
connected by ‘green’ elements in between. The new forests in Stadskanaal can operate as Connecting 
Zones for two adjacent nature areas.  
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5.3.5 Conclusion 
 
It can be concluded that, according the interviewees, the forests in Ede contribute more to the local 
quality of life than the forests in Stadskanaal. Ede ‘scores’ higher on each criterion, especially on the 
criterion ‘landscape identity’. As Stadskanaal has no tradition with forests, the new forests have caused 
some fear resulting in a controversy over the impacts of afforestation on the landscape identity. 
Habituation and (not) carefully dealing with community interests are important factors in the appreciation 
of the new forests. As soon as a possible afforestation of the agricultural countryside of Ede was talked 
over, inhabitants and interested persons had similar reactions as in Stadskanaal. Afforestation of 
agricultural areas is not so obvious as it sometimes is presented in policy documents. 
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1. Conceptual framework and research methodology 
 
 
1.1 Research objective and questions 
 
The overall objective of the quantitative survey was “to assess the quantitative distribution of the 
perceptions and attitudes o  different stakeholders to multifunctional forestry in 9 European countries.” 
This objectives was further specified as: 
f
 
 
 
• 
• 
 
                                                  
 
“To make a comparative trans-European study of the practices and attitudes of landowners and 
community inhabitants with respect to (a) the role of forests and forestry in rural development, (b) 
multifunctional forestry and (c) to forestry policies and programmes. 
On the basis of the overall research objective and the results of the qualitative survey, the following main 
research questions were identified (Elands et al., 2000):  
1. What are the practices3 and attitudes of landowners and community inhabitants regarding (a) the 
present and potential role of forests and forestry in the rural area, (b) multifunctional forest 
management, and (c) locally relevant forestry policies and programmes? 
Two sub-questions are: 
 
To what extent do the basic values of people and their attachment to the area and to local forests 
influence the direction and the strength of attitudes with respect to the (a) the present and potential 
role of forests and forestry in the rural area, (b) multifunctional forest management, and (c) locally 
relevant forestry policies and programmes? 
 
What influence do changes in temporal and spatial dimensions have upon the practices and attitudes 
of landowners and community inhabitants with respect to the (a) present and potential role of 
forests and forestry in the rural area, (b) multifunctional forest management, and (c) locally relevant 
forestry policies and programmes? 
2. What are the (dis)similarities in practices and attitudes between (a) landowners and community 
inhabitants, (b) afforestation and traditional forest areas, (c) between types of rural areas, and (d) 
between countries? 
 
The methodology of the survey was jointly developed with the Multifor.RD partners; it is described in 
detail in the Survey Manual (Elands et al., 2000). 
 
 
1.2 Conceptual framework 
 
In order to answer the research questions, which were formulated for the quantitative survey, a 
conceptual model was developed, which served as the analytical basis for the survey. This model was 
developed on the basis of the results from the qualitative survey and a literature survey (Elands et al., 
2000; 2001). For an extensive review of the theoretical backgrounds of the project, the Survey Manual 
 
3 We divide practices in: (i) management practices of landowners with respect to forestry and agriculture and (ii) 
experiential practices of community inhabitants with respect to the local forests and to the local area. 
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(Elands et al., 2000) should be consulted. In this paragraph first the main theoretical basis of the 
research approach will be described. Next, the conceptual model with the main concepts of the study 
and their interrelations are presented. 
 
 
Theoretical background 
 
Attitudes on multifunctional forestry and rural development 
 
The ideas and practices of community inhabitants and landowners with respect to the contribution of 
forests to rural development are expressed through discourse. According to Frouws (1998) a discourse 
ca be considered as ‘an organised set of social representations’. Elands and Wiersum (2001) have 
elaborated the ideas of Frouws and have distinguished five discourses concerning the future of rural 
areas and the possible role(s) of forests in it. Each discourse contains three elements: (i) the main 
conception of rural areas, (ii) the perceived problem of rural areas, (iii) the possible futures as well as the 
wish for political intervention to realise this hypothetical future. As indicated by the latter element, rural 
development is not only about contents, but also about the process, the way to achieve a preferred 
future. These three elements formed one of the main starting points for the survey. As discourses can 
only be revealed and reconstructed with in-depth analysis of groups of people’s believes and practices, a 
quantitative survey is not the most appropriate technique. The concept of attitude on the contrary, 
indicates the relations people have with environmental objects at an individual level. Social scientists 
(Petty and Cacioppo, 1981; Wilkening, 1973) stress the fact that an attitude can be defined as a learned
positive or negative feeling about some person, object or issue which influences one to believe, feel or 
act in a fairly predictable manner. It is this ‘enduring’ attitude relationship, but also the changes in it, 
which is the core issue of this research. Thus, attitudes with respect to the three above introduced 
elements ‘conception’, problem’ and ‘possible futures and political intervention’ formed a major basis for 
the survey. 
 
• 
 
The way people conceive the area in terms of rurality and urbanity is a first indicator of their conception 
of the area. Next, the question rises what socio-economic and landscape characteristics people allocate 
to the local area. Do they see the locality as an agricultural area, do they consider it to be a main nature 
area or represents the area industrial activities to them? This is still a fairly neutral observation of the 
local identity. In the next part on ‘problem of rural areas’, a more subjective interpretation of the 
conception of the area will be dealt with. 
 
The problem of rural areas as perceived by people has everything to do with the quality of life in the 
area, the benefits and disbenefits of living in a rural area. This quality of life can be examined for the 
locality in general as well as how forestry and forests contribute to the quality of life in the locality. 
Forestry is defined as ‘all aspects of human interaction with forest related matters’. Multifunctional 
forestry specifically refers to the different functions a forest can fulfil for societies, varying from ‘wood 
production’ to ‘amenities’ to ‘conservation and protection’. Out of this perspective forestry can be looked 
at as an integrative part of people’s interaction with their environment of which forests are part. The 
research focuses on the (dis-)benefits of forests for local communities, or in other words: what are the 
impacts of the local forests on the quality of life of rural areas? Quality of life can be assessed with four 
criteria, which can be both positively and negatively valued by people (adapted from Papageourgiou et 
al., 2000): 
Community benefits: forests can sustain the well being of community members, by providing 
recreation potential, community cohesion, quality of living environment, and social equity and 
autonomy; 
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Economic welfare: forests can contribute to daily existence and welfare of the locality, by providing 
income from goods and services, employment creation and economic sustainability; 
Landscape identity: forests can contribute to the creation of a distinct landscape, by providing 
aesthetic quality, image and uniqueness, and cultural-historic values; 
Environmental and nature quality: forests can contribute to the creation of a natural and sustainable 
environment, by providing natural resources and contribution to biodiversity. 
The interaction between forests and the locality, as expressed in a discourse, will be distinct in every 
rural area. Next, within one area different ideas about the (dis-)benefits of the local forests to the quality 
of life will exist next to one another, dependent on the interest and background of the involved actors. 
So, discourses on ‘forestry as a means of rural development’ are dependent on the type of area as well 
as on the attendant actor groups. 
 
Rural development is about ‘preferred future options for rural areas as perceived by people who have an 
interest in the area’. The diversity of future activities has to be put forward to the involved people so that 
they can assess them. The opinions of people with respect to the amount of the local forests as well as 
the forest functions are relevant as well. 
  
Finally, people’s attitudes on local policies and programmes with respect to land use and decision-
making will be explored. Apart from agriculture, forestry is one of the main rural land use functions. 
Therefore, forestry policies and programmes will be considered in relation to general land use policies 
as well as to specific agricultural policies. Commonly accepted is the way in which rural development 
should be established. The weaknesses of top down approaches are well known. To strengthen the 
internal characteristics of regions attention should be paid to the local community initiatives and bottom 
up planning processes. Therefore, in the research attention will be paid to the present perceived 
relationship between community members and governmental bodies. Aspects such as ‘trust’, ‘respect 
for local voices’ and ‘involvement of local people into land use decision-making’ will be assessed through 
the survey. 
 
Value system
 
A more profound concept, standing at the roots of the concept of discourse is value. Value is defined by 
Rokeach (1973, p.5), as ‘an enduring belief that a speci ic mode of conduct or end-sta e of existence is 
personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or end-state of existence  
A value sys em is an enduring organization of beliefs concerning preferable modes of conduct or end-
states of existence along a continuum of relative impor ance’. It is assumed that a person’s underlying 
value system determines to a large extent the way people perceive and assess their lifeworld. As far as 
the relationship between attitudes and values is concerned Rokeach declares this also to be a 
hierarchical one: ‘values occupy a more central position than attitudes within one’s personality makeup 
and cognitive system, and they are therefore determinants of attitudes as well as of behavior’ (op. cit., 
p. 18). Recent studies (Ester et al., 1994; Inglehart, 1997) showed that at least two dimensions are 
involved in the construction of a person’s value system. Along one dimension a predominant, economic, 
‘survival’ focus is gradually replaced by a focus on ‘well-being’ (materialism – postmaterialism). Along the 
other dimension a religion-based traditionalism is also gradually, via bureaucratic authority, replaced by 
an all-authority-rejecting individualism (traditionalism – individualism). It appears that these two 
dimensions cover the relationship of a person to his physical and socio-cultural environment 
respectively. 
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Attachment 
 
 
 
Development, and consequently also the rural variant of it, has to do with change. Rural change affects 
the immediate living surroundings of people and results in an increasing awareness of the specific 
characteristics of the local community (Haartsen et al., 2000). It is this change of identity that evokes 
strong reactions, both support and rejection, amongst local people. It is believed that this is dependent 
on the loyalty of people towards the area, which is implied in the attachment concept. According to 
Relph (1976) attachment refers to people’s roots in places and is the point of departure from which they 
orient themselves and take possession of the world. The more people are attached to their rural living 
conditions, the more they will feel a fundamental loss (of control) due to undesired rural identity change 
and the more they will psychologically resist. The reverse is true as well: strengthening of the local 
identity will deepen a person’s attachment. It is important for policy makers to take into account these 
feelings of attachment when proposing land use transformations. 
 
Experiential & management practices 
 
Practices refer to the actual relations people have with the area they live in and with the forests they 
visit. The experiential practices refer to the recreational experiences a person has with the area and with 
the forests. The management practices refer to the professional experiences a person has with the area 
and with the forests. The emphasis is put on the management practices as both farmers and foresters 
are responsible for future afforestation, allocation of forest functions and taking care of the forests. 
 
Socio-demographics and farming & forestry characterics 
 
Attitudes, values, local attachment and experiential practices may vary across various socio-economic 
categories of the population. Consequently, some main socio-demographic variables, such as age and 
educational level, as well as socio-economic descriptives, such as employment and income level, were 
incorporated in the survey in order to be able to interpret the results and compare with other studies. 
Farming & forestry characteristics that are believed to be determinative in management practices in 
general as well as regards to afforestation in particular are -amongst others- agricultural productivity, 
size and composition of holding, origin of the forest and forest management objectives. 
 
 
The conceptual model 
 
The various parameters, which were identified as needing attention during the survey, were integrated 
into a conceptual model (Figure 1.1). As illustrated by this model the unit of analysis is primarily the 
individual. The conceptual model distinguishes between ‘rural area dependent variables’ and ‘rural area 
independent variables’. The latter variables exist merely without any connection to characteristics of a 
particular local area, whereas the former one can only exist by a reference to a specific object. Besides, 
a distinction has been made for both target groups ‘community inhabitants’ and ‘landowners’. 
 
With respect to this last target group two variables ‘farming & forestry characteristics’ and ‘management 
practices’ were added to the model. The model also illustrates that the individual perspectives will be 
assessed in relation to the ‘rural area characteristics’ in the form of the descriptive characteristics of 
both areas. This conceptual approach will be used as counter-interpretative concept against the concept 
forest history (forested versus afforestation area) and rural area type (area with urban characteristics 
and diversified rural area). 
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The different boxes in the model for the individual level need some further clarification. The boxes in the 
first row refer to background descriptives of the respondent (socio-demographics and farming and 
forestry characteristics). The box in the second row refers to the personal value system of the 
respondent. The next two boxes focus on practices of people with the local area and the local forests. It 
is divided in on the hand experiential practices, i.e. experiences of people in the local area/forests while 
spending free time activities, and on the other hand management practices, i.e. objectives and operating 
style of landowners with respect to their forested and agricultural land. The next box represents the 
attachment of people to the locality and local forests. Further, the attitudes people have on the 
interrelation forest-rural area, on local impacts of forestry policies and programmes, and on the desired 
future role of forestry in the rural area are combined in one box. The exact operationalisation of the 
concepts into indicators and questions are indicated in Table 1.1. 
 
 
Table 1.1: Operationalisa ion of the concepts into indicators and questions t
Concept* Indicator (question number) 
1. Socio-demographics and –
economics 
gender (Q31), age (Q32), household structure (Q33), education (Q34), 
employment (35), involvement in national organisations (Q36), income (Q37) 
2. Farming & forestry 
characteristics** 
size and composition of holding (Q18), additional activities on holding (Q19) 
3. Values general value system (Q30) 
4. Experiential practices frequency of outdoor activities (Q7) 
5. Management practices** 
management responsibility of the holding (Q20), professional association 
involvement (Q21), economic viability farm: future expectations (Q23) and 
options alternative landuse (Q24), motivations for not planting forest (Q25), 
origin of the forest (Q27), forest management objectives (Q29) 
6. Attachment 
length of residence in the area (Q1a), familiarity with type of area: upbringing 
in area or elsewhere (rural-urban) (Q1d, Q1e) and rooted in the area (Q1b), 
employment place (Q1c), distance to nearest forest (Q9), strength of 
attachment to the area (Q2), strength of attachment to the local forests 
(Q12), strength of attachment to own forests (Q28)**, involvement in local 
organisations (Q36) 
7. Attitude on the present role 
of forestry on the quality of 
life in the area 
rural/urban identity of the area (Q1f), attributes of the area identity (Q3), 
quality of life in the area (Q4), economic functions in the area (Q5), 
accessibility of the local forests (Q8), amount of forests: in general (Q10) and 
for different spatial scales (Q11), the role of forests in the quality of life in the 
area (Q13), threats for the local forests (Q14) 
8. Attitude on the influence of 
policies and programmes 
qualification relation agriculture-forestry land use policies (Q22), grants and 
subsidies land use activities (Q16), qualification relation inhabitants, 
landowners and government bodies (Q15), awareness of and interest in 
afforestation programmes (Q26) 
9. Attitude on the desired 
future role of forestry and 
its influence on the quality 
of life in the area 
preferred future for the area as well as preferred increase in the amount of 
forests (Q6), preferred forest functions in the area (Q17) 
10. Rural area characteristics bio-geographical, socio-economic, cultural conditions 
* The first 9 rows concern the individual level: the first 3 concepts are independent from the rural area, concepts
4 until 9 are dependent on characteris ics of he rural area. The last row refers to the structu al level and not to 
the individual. 
 
t t r
** these questions only apply to landowners 
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1.3 Questionnaire development 
 
Procedure 
The conceptual model served as the basis for the formulation of a common questionnaire. This 
questionnaire has been developed in an interactive process with all involved partners. The Dutch and 
Irish teams co-ordinated the development of the common questionnaire used in each of the eight partner 
countries. The methodological background, development of questions and concepts behind each 
question is described in the ‘Survey Manual’ (Elands et al., 2000). In the present working paper the focus 
is put on how the common agreements were elaborated in the Dutch survey. Coming from the common 
European developed questionnaire to the one used in the Netherlands has involved several steps. 
Already before the final European questionnaire was developed, a draft was translated into Dutch and a 
pilot survey with a small group of community inhabitants and landowners was carried out like in the other 
8 participating countries. Feedback to the European draft questionnaire was given according to the 
results of the pilot survey as well as the general knowledge of the Dutch research team.  
 
Translation 
 
Two researchers independently translated the final version of the European questionnaire. Afterwards 
the translations were discussed. Many expressions had already been used in the pilot survey, and they 
were improved in light of the comments given in that occasion. Comments where after that made by a 
researcher not involved in the project. The Dutch questionnaires can be found in Appendix 2 
(landowners). 
 
Country specific questions 
 
As several forests are owned by large organisations or associations in which a lot of people are 
working, employees don’t consider themselves to be the ‘owner’ of the forest, but as manager, policy 
maker or administrative worker. The person to which the questionnaire has been sent can make his 
position clear in this question and can skip the question on ‘who manages your farm and/or forest lands 
on a day-to-day basis’ (question number 20)4. The location of this specific question is just before this 
question 20. The introductory note used at the beginning of the questionnaire is similar to the one 
developed for the standard questionnaire5. For a copy of the questionnaire see Appendix 2. 
 
 
1.4 Sampling procedures 
 
Target groups 
                                                  
 
The population of community inhabitants (i) consisted of people living inside the case study area who do 
not own agricultural and/or forested land. The landowners (ii) consisted of people owning agricultural 
 
4 Translation of the extra Dutch question: Do you work as a forest manager or policy maker for an 
organisation/association without possessing land of your own in the municipality of Ede? 
5 As being researchers of Wageningen University we would like to know your opinion about the area of the 
municipality of Ede in general and about the forests and forestry in special. We would like you to fill in the 
questionnaire and return it as soon as possible to us in the return envelope, a stamp is not needed. 
PAY ATTENTION: The questions deal with the municipality of Ede. The following places belong to the municipality of 
Ede: Ede, Bennekom, Lunteren, Ederveen, De Klomp, Harskamp, Wekerom and Otterlo. (For Stadskanaal: 
Stadskanaal, Musselkanaal, Onstwedde, Alteveer and Mussel). 
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land and/or forested land in the municipality. They do not need necessarily to live in the municipality 
itself. People who live in the area but own exclusively land outside the area will not be included as 
landowner. As investigations (Denmark) show, that the ‘owner’ has the most important influence upon 
more permanent changes and is the person who makes the fundamental decisions, like changing 
agricultural land into forest, the questionnaire is directed to the legal owner. But there are some 
exceptions to the above rules because the situation is varying in the different countries. This could be: 
• 
• f
 
• 
• 
t
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Long term tenancy: Tenants could be included, if they are a very big minority or even a majority, and 
if they have much autonomy. They should have the same commitment and responsibility as the 
owner.  
State ( orest) ownership: The owner is not the person who makes the decisions and therefore the 
questionnaires will be directed to the regional forest district manager, who legally has the 
responsibility to fulfil the governmental aim of the state forest. The local staff (dealing with for 
instance pruning) is not the target group. 
Community owned land: The target will be the person that is political responsible for the land.  
Other landowners (e.g. nature associations and monasteries): The questionnaire will be headed to 
the decision-maker that has the same responsibility and commitment as the owner. 
 
Sample size 
 
Two different sampling procedures have been followed, one for the target group ‘community inhabitants’ 
and one for the target group ‘landowners’. As the population size of the community inhabitan s is known, 
it is possible to use a simple random sampling procedure with a confidence level of 95% (Weiers, 1998). 
The total effective sample size of the landowners was based on the model described for the community 
inhabitants. We have estimated that for Ede the number of landowners is less than 2,000 and for 
Stadskanaal less than 1,000. This implies that in both case study areas the effective sample size should 
make about 300 landowners.  
 
 
Table 1.2: The calculation of the sample size or both case study areas and target groups 
Target 
group 
Case study 
area 
Population >17 years 
Effective 
sample 
Expected 
response rate 
Target 
sample 
Ede 77,013 382 65% 580 Community 
inhabitants Stadskanaal 26,326 379 65% 580 
Ede Unknown (estimation < 2,000) 300 65% 475 
Landowners 
Stadskanaal Unknown (estimation < 1,000) 265 65% 407 
 
 
Sampling frames 
 
Community inhabitan s. As access to the municipal population register was restricted due to privacy-
legislation, we have used the telephone book as a sampling frame. There are several disadvantages to 
use it: most of the phone numbers involve houses where more than one person is living, and some 
people don’t have a phone or have a secret telephone numbers. The first problem was solved by clearly 
stating by indication of birthday which person was expected to answer the questionnaire.  
t
 
Landowners. The land registration office (Kadaster) has generated a list of owners (selection of owners 
with parcels farm- and/or forest land. Owners owning less than 1 hectare were excluded in view of the 
risk of them managing ‘a big garden’. The list of landowners was carefully checked for possible overlap 
with the list of community inhabitants. 
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1.5 Survey implementation 
 
The survey was organised by researchers of the Forestry and Nature Conservation Policy Group of 
Wageningen University. It was decided to do a postal survey. We have collected the addresses, copied 
the questionnaires, filled the envelopes and posted it ourselves. The questionnaires were provided with 
pre-paid envelopes, so the respondents only had to post the questionnaires. 
 
Several encouragement measures have been taken to stimulate the response: 
A letter of recommendation written by the municipality was added. In this letter of recommendation 
it is stated that the municipality supported the research and encouraged the addressee to 
participate in the research by filling in the questionnaire. The letter of the municipality of Stadskanaal 
was a very extensive one and explains all the details of the research; the letter of the municipality of 
Ede was only a general letter of recommendation. In the latter case an additional letter from 
Wageningen University has been added. In Appendix 3 a copy of the three letters can be found (in 
Dutch). 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
Announcements about the research via press release have been published in the local newspaper 
Finally, some book vouchers have been raffled amongst the people who returned the questionnaire. 
 
Our reminder procedure has been twofold: 
Originally, it has been planned that the reminder procedure would mean that a research assistant 
would go from door to door to ask people, who did not respond so far, to participate in the 
research (personal delivery). The research assistant gave the respondent, if necessary, a new 
questionnaire, together with a pre-paid envelope and guiding letter, and asked the respondent after 
completing to post it. In Stadskanaal this procedure was followed largely. 
However, due to breakout of the foot and mouth disease in the Netherlands, we had to change our 
reminder procedure. Since it was forbidden to enter farms and forests in the municipality of Ede and 
not recommended entering farms and forests in the municipality of Stadskanaal, we decided to send 
out a postal reminder. We have sent in total 813 questionnaires with a guiding letter as a reminder 
(170 inhabitants of Ede, 170 inhabitants of Stadskanaal, 250 landowners of Ede, and 223 
landowners of Stadskanaal). 
 
Sample sizes and response rate 
 
In total 2041 questionnaires have been sent out in the beginning (Table 1.3). A small part of the 
questionnaires (N=76, 4%) has been returned, but not filled in. 
 
 
Table 1.3: Sample sizes and response rate of the survey 
 Target sample Response rate Effective sample 
-Community inhabitants in Ede (tfa) 580 44% 255 
-Landowners in Ede (tfa) 475 32% 152 
Total Ede 1055 39% 407 
-Community inhabitants in Stadskanaal (aa)  580 45% 262 
-Landowners in Stadskanaal (aa) 407 44% 178 
Total Stadskanaal 987 45% 440 
-Total community inhabitants 1160 45% 517 
-Total landowners 894 37% 330 
Total 2041 41% 847 
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The main reasons for these non-responses are: the address is unknown and the addressee has died, 
moved, or is not interested to participate in the research. The response rate is 41% in general, which is 
lower than our estimations, but still sufficient to do statistical analysis.  Reasons for this lower response 
rate are: (i) a general decrease in response rate on surveys and (ii) due to the foot and mouth disease 
the original plan of ‘personal delivery and collection’ as a reminder procedure could not be realised. 
 
 
1.6 Analysis 
 
The coding has been done within the statistical programme SPSS. All questions have been checked for 
impossible values and strange combinations of answers. All statistical analysis was performed in SPSS 
as well (frequencies, cross-tabs, multiple response, descriptives, means, anova, factor analysis). In the 
results section the following statistical abbreviations and rules are used: 
Three confidence levels are presented: P < 0.05, P < 0.01 and P < 0.001; • 
• 
• 
• 
n.s. = not significant correlation; 
CV = Cramer’s V, which is an association measure;  
Eta2 refers to the amount of variation in the dependent (i.e. interval) variable that is accounted for by 
the independent (i.e. nominal or ordinal) variable (Bryman and Cramer, 1999: 189). 
 
If we want to draw conclusions on case study area level we have to take into account that the 
distribution of our subsamples (community inhabitants on the one hand and landowners on the other 
hand) do not necessarily represent the real distribution of both groups within the locality. In Table 1.3 it 
can be noticed that in both Dutch case study areas the landowners are oversampled at the case study 
area level. For example, in reality the share of landowners in the population of Ede is about 3%, whereas 
in the sample the share is almost 40%. As soon as we want to draw conclusions on the case study area 
level on the general ideas and opinions of ‘the’ inhabitant of Ede or Stadskanaal, we have to weight. The 
applied weighting procedure is indicated in Table 1.4. 
 
 
Table 1.4: Applied weighting procedure for effective samples 
 
Real situation 
Sample size 
before weighting 
Weighting 
factor 
Sample size 
after weighting 
 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Total number of community 
inhabitants (> 17 years) 
77,013 26,326 407 440 -- -- 407 441 
Number of non-owning 
community inhabitants  
75,013 25,326 255 262 396 424 
% of community inhabitants 97.4 96.2 62.7  59.5 
 
97.4/ 
62.7 
 96.5/ 
59.5 
  
Number of landowners* 2000 1000 152 178  11  17 
% of landowners 2.6 3.8 37.3  40.5 
 2.6/ 
37.3 
 3.8/ 
40.5   
* = First, we assume that all landowners live in the municipality. Secondly, we have estimated the number of 
landowners based on the available data of the Dutch Land Registration Office (Kadaster) 
In SPSS-language the weighting formulas for Ede, Stadskanaal and both case study areas are as follows (variable 
‘target’, 1 = community inhabitant, 2 = landowner): 
if (cse_stdy = 1 and target = 1) popnlwgt = 97.4/62.7. 
if (cse_stdy = 1 and target = 2) popnlwgt = 2.6/37.3. 
if (cse_stdy = 2 and target = 1) popnlwgt = 96.2/59.5. 
if (cse_stdy = 2 and target = 2) popnlwgt = 3.8/40.5. 
 74 
2.  Results 
 
 
In the Netherlands, the sample consists of 847 respondents (Table 2.1.1). In the traditional forest area 
Ede (‘tfa’) 407 informants have returned the questionnaire (48% of the sample), whereas in Stadskanaal, 
the afforestation area (‘aa’), 440 informants have returned the questionnaire (52% of the sample). In 
each case study area landowners comprise about 40% of the population and community inhabitants 
about 60%.  
 
 
Table 2.1.1: Dis ribution of target groups and case study areas (N=847)  t
 Ede Stadskanaal Total 
Community inhabitants 255 63% 262 60% 517 61% 
Landowners  152 37% 178 40% 330 39% 
Total 407 100% 440 100% 847 100% 
 
 
In this chapter the results of the questionnaire will be discussed. Throughout the results some statistical 
measures and rules are used, which have been discussed in section 1.6. Consult Appendix 4 for a 
detailed overview of the results for each question (i) per case study area and (ii) per case study area and 
target group. The results on the case study area level are weighted in order to correct for the 
unbalanced distribution of landowners and community inhabitants (see section 1.6). 
 
 
2.1 Getting to know the community inhabitants and landowners 
 
 
2.1.1 Demographic and socio-economic background 
 
Table 2.1.2 shows (in percentages) the distribution of the respondents in each of the two different types 
of study areas about gender, age, household structure and levels of education and income.  
 
In general, more men (60%) than women (40%) have filled in the questionnaire. Most landowners are 
male (about 74%) and slightly older than the community inhabitants. In Ede the distribution between men 
and women within the community inhabitants is the least unequal. The lower participation of women in 
the study may be due to a form of self-selection on the side of the interviewees. The largest number of 
adults per household occurs among landowners in Ede with differences between the other three groups 
negligible. The most common achieved level of education is the one of leaving certificate: between 40 
and 50% of each target group has achieved this level. The percentage of Ede’s community inhabitants 
with university degree is 2.5 times bigger than the percentage of landowners of this same locality with 
university degree as the highest level of education6. The other groups do not show significant 
                                                   
6 In 1997, 21% of the whole population had a university and/or college degree (Gemeente Ede, 1998). As there is 
no reason to expect 4 years later any difference with regards to the educational level, the Multifor.RD sample 
consists of relatively highly educated people and is with regards to education not representative reflection of the 
Ede population. Although the amount of people in Stadskanaal with a university/college degree is much lower than in 
Ede (19% compared to 33%), it can be assumed that this group is somewhat oversampled as well. 
 75 
differences in this respect. As can be seen, landowners’ incomes are lower in both areas than 
community inhabitants’ incomes, while the landowners of the afforestation area have the lowest income 
of all. Among the community inhabitants, those from Ede have higher incomes than from Stadskanaal. 
 
 
Table 2.1.2  Gender (%), age, household structure, education level (%) and income level (%) (N=847) :
 Ede Stadskanaal 
 Inhabitants Landowners Inhabitants Landowners 
Gender     
Woman 44 25 37 27 
Men 56 75 63 73 
Age*     
Mean value 51.1 54.6 51.3 55.3 
Household structure*     
Number of adults per household 2.0 2.5 1.9 1.9 
Number of children per household 0.9 1.1 0.6 0.5 
Highest level of studies**     
Primary school (lagere school) 3 15 13 9 
Intermediate certificate (voortgezet 
onderwijs) 
22 27 21 22 
Leaving certificate (voortgezet 
beroepsonderwijs) 
42 45 47 50 
University/College (hogeschool/ 
universiteit) 
33 13 19 19 
Income per year (in Euro)     
Less than 7,800 1 5 4 6 
7,800 – 13,000 11 12 21 22 
13,000 – 20,800 24 39 30 34 
More than 20,800 64 44 45 38 
* age and household structure are not represented in percentages, but in the average value of the groups 
** in between brackets the Dutch equivalent translated  
Gender: Cramer’s V = 0,16 (P < 0.001); Age: eta2 = 0.02 (P < 0.01); Household structure: eta2 = 0.05 (P < 
0.001); Education: Cramer’s V = 0,13 (P < 0.001); Income: C amer’s V = 0,14 (P < 0.001) r
 
 
Employment details are provided for both case study populations (Table 2.1.3). The highest proportion 
of both areas comprises people at work as employees and the lowest are either students or 
unemployed. Both locations are very similar with respect to the proportion of people who are (self-
)employed, students, farmers/foresters, retired and responsible for home duties. The greatest 
difference between both areas pertains to unemployed people: none of the respondents in Ede is 
unemployed, whereas 4% of Stadskanaal is. This is not surprising, as the local economy of Ede is more 
prosperous than the one of Stadskanaal7. 
 
                                                   
7 In 1997, 6% of the working population of Ede was unemployed (Gemeente Ede, 1998). As there is no reason to 
expect 4 years later any difference, the Ede sample with no unemployed people is not a representative reflection of 
the Ede population. Although the amount of unemployed people in Stadskanaal is higher (4%), it can be assumed 
that this group is somewhat undersampled as well. 
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Table 2.1.3  Employment details (%, N=842) :
 Ede Stadskanaal 
At work as employee 53 49 
Self-employment (non-agricultural) 9 7 
Farmer / forester 3 2 
Student / scholar 1 1 
Unemployed - 4 
Retired 24 27 
Home duties 15 12 
Only the difference in unemployed people is significant: Crame ’s V = 0,14 (P < 0.001) r
 
 
2.1.2 Values 
 
People’s values filter their perception of reality as well as their ideas about future developments for 
society in general and their living environment in particular. Because of that, a set of value items has 
been added to the questionnaire. The respondents had to indicate what kind of society they prefer (e.g. I 
prefer a socie y tha  first of all: protect nature and gives it a chance to develop or exploits nature to 
bring prosperity).  
t t
.
 
 
Figure 2.1 1: Value dimensions 
1. Materialism-Postmaterialism 
Nature protection vs. exploitation 
Pollution control vs. economic growth 
Prosperity without vs. with risks 
Enjoyment of work vs. productivity 
2. Traditionalism-Individualism 
Individual moral judgement vs. authority 
Individual vs. family/community life-styles 
Work on Sundays free vs. restricted 
Individual freedom vs. disciplining for society 
 3. Modernism-Postmodernism 
Enjoyment of work vs. productivity 
Political decisions via participation vs. politicians 
Judgement of people by self vs. achievement 
Individual moral judgement vs. authority 
 
 
 
Factor analysis has been applied to determine the underlying dimensions of items (see Appendix 5, 
Table 1), extracting three (and not two as expected) value dimensions as illustrated in Figure 2.1.1. As 
can be concluded the twelve items performed their task reasonable well concerning the two anticipated 
factors. These two dimensions are covered by factors (components) 1 and 2 respectively. The third 
factor apparently measured common variance of the two concepts. In line with the origin of the 
conceptualisation (Inglehart, 1997) this factor is called Modernity-Postmodernity (Mod-Pmod).  
 
The items which, contrary to expectation, are not, or only to a small extent, part of the dimension Mat-
Pmat are the items on ‘political decisions’ (item nr 5, Appendix 5, Table 1) and on the ‘judgement of 
people’ (6), respectively. Also, the item on the ‘treatment of criminals’ (11) appears to belong to a 
certain extent to this factor, as much, or as moderate, as it does contribute to the Trad-Ind factor for 
which it was designed. The item that, also contrary to expectation, is not at all part of the Trad-Ind 
dimension is ‘community interests’ (12). This item, which is most central to the core theme of the 
Multifor.RD study, ‘rural development’, turned out to be part of the third value dimension, Mod-Pmod. The 
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other items that are part of this dimension are ‘enjoyment of work’ (4), ‘political decisions’ (5), 
‘judgement of people’ (6), and ‘individual moral judgement’ (7). It appears that personal responsibility for 
both personal well being (‘enjoyment of work’ and ‘judgement of people’) and for well being of others 
(‘participation in ‘political decisions’ and ‘individual moral judgement’) is a common element in the factor. 
In this way the factor represents something that goes ‘beyond’ mere environmental concern as opposed 
to economic exploitation of the environment, and also something that goes ‘beyond’ mere individualism 
as opposed to traditionalism. It is perhaps a strong and balanced sense of ‘self fully acknowledging 
one’s social and physical context’ that is the kernel of this Mod-Pmod factor. 
 
As the factor scores on these three value factors can not be used to give an impression of the level of 
each of the dimensions in subgroups of the sample, compound scores were calculated, using a 
summation and averaging by number of items with loadings higher than 0.30. The reliabilities (Cronbach 
alphas) of these compound scores appeared to be acceptable8. In the following, the factor scores for 
the three dimensions are used for assessing correlation relationships with other variables. When a level 
of adherence of these dimensions for different subgroups is required the compound scores are used. 
 
The general level of Materialism-Pos ma erialism and Modernism-Postmodernism for the whole weighted 
Dutch sample is ample above the midpoint (3) of the value scale, implying a tendency towards agreeing 
with the Postmaterialism and Postmodernism values respectively (Table 2.1.4). On Traditionalism-
Individualism the score is on balance. This is largely in agreement with the Inglehart findings, which 
revealed that the Netherlands in general, in the company of the Scandinavian countries, belonged to the 
highest group on his measures — in Inglehart’s own operationalisation, of course — in 1980 and 1990.  
t t
:
 
 
Table 2.1.4  Value levels for target groups in different areas (mean value, N >=816) 
 Ede Stadskanaal 
 Inhabitants Landowners Inhabitants Landowners 
Materialism-Postmaterialism 3.8 3.2 3.7 3.1 
Traditionalism-Individualism 3.2 2.5 3.2 2.9 
Modernism-Postmodernism 4.0 3.6 4.0 3.7 
 
 
Further, however, the same table reveals that the means for the three value compound scores do differ 
generally between the four target groups9. On Ma -Pmat Ede inhabitants and Stadskanaal landowners 
oppose one another most extremely, with the former being most inclined towards Postmaterialism, and 
the latter least. Ede landowners and Stadskanaal inhabitants are positioned in between, with, however, a 
still significant higher mean for the first group compared with the latter. As the scores on Ma -Pmat for 
the Ede target groups are consistently higher than for the Stadskanaal target groups, the significance 
for the difference on the means for the areas is to be expected. For Trad-Ind, however, the reverse, i.e. 
higher Individualism for Stadskanaal, is not so easily read from the table. This difference for areas is, 
yet, also significant. As for the differences between the two target groups regardless of area, it turns 
out that inhabitants score with half a scale point significantly higher than landowners in general on both 
Postmaterialism and Individualism. While the score on Mod-Pmod also differs significantly between the 
target groups; Ede inhabitants and Stadskanaal inhabitants higher, Ede landowners and Stadskanaal 
landowners lower), the areas do not differ.  
t
t
                                                  
 
 
8 All information can be found in Appendix 5, Table 1. 
9 For more detailed information see Appendix 5, Tables 2 until 4. 
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If, instead of the gross differentiation between inhabitants and landowners, the respondents are split-up 
into occupational groups10, the same picture, as to the difference between inhabitants and landowners 
emerges for all other occupational categories compared with ‘farmers/foresters’: farmers/foresters are 
least Postmodern.  
 
This rather differentiated picture on the value assessment for the Dutch sample is further extended when 
demographic variables are observed. Women appear to surpass men both on Postmaterialism and 
Individualism, and also on Postmodernism (Table 2.1.5)11. 
 
 
Table 2.1.5  Values and gender (Mean, N=817):  
 Women Men 
Materialism-Postmaterialism 3.7 3.4 
Traditionalism-Individualism 3.2 2.9 
Modernism-Postmodernism  4.0 3.8 
 
 
This may, of course, be due to a kind of self-selection by the women when they decided to fill in the 
questionnaire brought to the household. It is possible that women with a higher education are more likely 
to participate than woman with a lower education level. Table 7 of Appendix 5 shows that women and 
men indeed differed significantly on education level, women being vastly over-represented in the lower 
category of ‘junior/intermediate certificate’. When the means for women and men on the value 
compound scores are, however, controlled for the possible intervening effect of education, it turns out 
that the effects of gender on value scores are not reduced, but show even a very slight tendency to 
become stronger12. So, education can not be introduced as an explanation for the value differences 
between women and men. 
 
As for the effect of age, the significant negative correlation between age level and Mat-Pmat and Trad-
Ind value scores13 shows that younger people scored higher on both measures. This is a not unexpected 
outcome, as younger people will generally be most affected by the most ‘advanced’ value system in 
society. Postmodernism, however, is not affected by age. For the intervening effects of age on the 
differences between women and men on their value scores the same holds more or less as for 
education14. So, age can also not be accountable for the differences between women and men on value 
scores. 
 
To finish this general view on value scores and person characteristics, it turns out that respondents with 
a higher net household income score higher on both Postmaterialism and Individualism, but not on 
Postmodernism15. The higher Postmaterialism for the more affluent could very well be interpreted as the 
reluctance to further take part in the ‘rat race’ of ever increasing search for profit. Or, conversely, that 
less affluent people are still more in need of a material-oriented value system to get a decent income. 
The higher score on Individualism appears to be in agreement with the greater emphasis on freedom 
                                                   
10 See Appendix 5, Table 5 
11 See Appendix 5, Table 6. 
12 Compare F values in Appendix 5 Tables 8 to 10 for ‘Gender controlled for education’ with those for ‘Gender’ 
without such control. 
13 See Appendix 5, Table 11 
14 A very slight decrease or increase of F values in Appendix 5 Tables 12 to 14 for ‘Gender controlled for age 
category’ if compared with those for ‘Gender’ alone. 
15 See table 15 Appendix 5. 
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that either may have caused the achievement necessary for creating affluence, or may enable a person 
to spend personal wealth. Or, conversely, that traditional people more often lack a motivation to express 
their values in their level of affluence. The basis of these values have to be found rather in the context of 
religion, as it turned out that those who stated a membership of a local religious organisation also 
scored more in the direction of Traditionalism16. On the other hand Postmaterialism, Individualism, and 
Postmodernity appeared to be particularly related with membership of a national environmental 
organisation17, which indicates again how central the environmental issue is to general value 
considerations. 
 
 
2.1.3 Conclusions 
 
Landowners constitute some 40% of the total sample. This is because this group was deliberately 
appointed a status position in this study as equal to the inhabitants at large. As a consequence, it is 
necessary, when it comes to interpreting general results for the whole community, to weigh the answers 
of the two target groups relative to their real size in the community. 
 
More men than women have participated in this study. This is partly caused by the fact that most 
landowners are male. Apart from this, landowners are older and less educated than community 
inhabitants are. In Ede, people are higher educated and less unemployed than in Stadskanaal. A high 
proportion of the community inhabitants of Ede is educated at university/college level and has a high 
year income. Compared to statistics derived from the municipality of Ede, it can be assumed that within 
the group community inhabitants the high-educated people with a good income are overrepresented in 
the sample. This might be the case, although to a smaller extent, in Stadskanaal as well. In this respect 
the samples in both areas are not in all respects a reflection of the population. 
 
The women who did participate turned out to be more progressive, in terms of the value measures on 
Materialism-Postmaterialism, Traditionalism-Individualism and Modernism-Postmodernism, than man are. 
This difference could not be attributed to differences in other person characteristics, such as education 
level, or age. 
 
As for the value adherence in general, it turned out that inhabitants were more progressive -in terms of 
Postmaterialism and Individualism- than land owners. The same holds for all occupation groups other 
than farmers/foresters compared to this latter group. Also, people who indicated to be a member of an 
environmental organisation turned out to score higher on all three value measures. Discarding target 
group membership, the areas Ede and Stadskanaal differ in a remarkable way on two value measures. 
While Ede surpasses Stadskanaal on Postmaterialism, the reverse is true for Individualism. 
 
 
2.2 Relation with the area 
 
This section of the results chapter will focus upon the following four key aspects: 
• 
• 
• 
• 
                                                  
strength of connection to the locality; 
identity of the local area, rural versus urban, area description; 
economic importance of sectoral activities; and 
quality of life. 
 
16 See table 16 Appendix 5. 
17 See table 17 Appendix 5. 
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2.2.1 Strength of connection to the locality 
 
Strength of connection to the locality is important in the overall thrust of the research insofar as that 
people who have a stronger bond with their locality may tend to be more conservative in their tolerance 
of change generally, including perhaps a shift from agriculture to forestry. Strength of connection may 
also reflect a greater sense of self and community identity and, as a result, an aspiration that 
sustainable development should be nurtured from within and should not be interfered with from outside.  
 
Strength of connection to the locality was investigated in the quantitative survey using the following four 
indicators, each of which is explored below: length of residence and place of upbringing, attachment, 
involvement in local organisations, and frequency of outdoor activities. 
 
Length of residence and upbringing 
 
There is not much difference between the Ede and Stadskanaal population with respect to the amount of 
years living in the locality (in general about 30 years), having children and or other relatives living in the 
area (about 76% does), if they were brought up inside or outside the locality (42% inside) and the 
location of their daily work (69% inside the locality). If people are brought up outside the locality, people 
from Ede come much more from an urban area than those from Stadskanaal (45% vs. 23%). However, 
the background of the landowners differs significantly from the non land-owning inhabitants. Landowners 
have, on average, been living longer in the locality than community inhabitants (44 years vs. 30 years). It 
must be remembered that landowners are slightly older than inhabitants are. Despite this age difference, 
it can be noted that a much higher proportion of landowners were raised in the locality compared to 
inhabitants (Ede: 75% landowners, 39% inhabitants; Stadskanaal: 66% landowners, 43% inhabitants). 
Landowners are more strongly rooted in the localities as well as in rural areas in general than inhabitants 
are. 
 
Attachmen  t
                                                  
 
The questionnaire provided respondents with an opportunity to indicate their level of attachment to the 
locality with the use of a five-point scale from strongly detached through neutral to strongly attached. 
More than half of the population (62%) feels attached or strongly attached to the locality, 29% is neutral, 
whereas only 9% of the respondents does not feel any attachment to the area in which they live. If we 
compare attachment in both areas, people in Stadskanaal appear to feel slightly, but significantly more 
attached to their area than those living in Ede (3.9 vs. 3.7: eta2 = 0.01**). Besides, community 
inhabitants of Stadskanaal feel most attached to their living area, in contrast with the community 
inhabitants of Ede, who feel least attached to the area in which they live (4.0 vs. 3.7). The attachment of 
landowners to the area is close to the average attachment and does not differ much between Ede and 
Stadskanaal. 
 
Involvement in local and national organisations 
 
By far the most popular organisation type in both localities is religion, followed by sporting 
(approximately 40% both)18. Three organisation types are especially interesting as they are related to the 
living environment: environment and nature, local heritage/history and art & culture (Figure 2.2.1). It can 
noted that Ede inhabitants and to a smaller extent Ede landowners are much more frequent member of a 
local organisation concerned with environment and nature. This is not surprising as Ede has more to 
 
18 See Appendix 4, tables 36a and 36b. 
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offer and thus to be concerned about (Cramer’s V=0.15**). With respect to local heritage & history 
there is no difference, whereas one can see in both areas that a higher proportion inhabitants is member 
of art & culture group than landowners are (Cramer’s V=0.15**). 
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Figure 2.2.1 Membership local organisations (%, N=763) 
 
 
Frequency of outdoor activities 
 
In general terms most Dutch people make frequent or regular use of the open countryside (Table 2.2.1). 
The largest group of the population (27%) enjoys outdoor recreational activities at least once a week, 
being a little less than those who do so once a month (24%). A sizeable group (12%) even makes daily 
use of the country for leisure, which is less than those who do it never in a year (9%) are. Differentiation 
for case study areas and/or target group produces no strong differences in the frequency of 
recreational activities in the open countryside.  
 
 
Table 2.2.1: Frequencies of outdoor activities in the countryside (%; N=700, not significant) 
 Ede Stadskanaal 
 Inhabitants Landowners Inhabitants Landowners 
Never 6 10 8 13 
Once 5 4 3 6 
2 to 4 times per year 26 18 29 24 
Monthly 27 23 23 20 
Weekly 26 28 26 28 
Daily 10 17 11 9 
 
 
2.2.2 Identity of the area 
 
In addition to investigating strength of connection to the locality, it is also important to consider the 
identity of both areas for the two respondent populations. Identity of the locality can give a good 
impression of how the area is perceived and understood and explain why the local community might be 
favourable towards one kind of development of land use and fearful of another. In the Multifor.RD study 
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identity of the locality was investigated using the following two aspects: degree of rurality and relevance 
to the locality of various descriptors related to population density and landuse. 
 
Rural versus urban identity 
 
Both case study areas are described as rural, both by the community inhabitants as by the landowners 
(Table 2.2.2). This rural identity is perceived by almost all of the respondents (appr. 90%). This rural 
identification is also generalised over both case study areas. A sizeable percentage (12%) of the 
community inhabitants in Ede yet described their municipality as urban. Differences between areas and 
target groups are not significant. 
 
 
Table 2.2.2  General identi y of the area (%; N=819) : t
 Ede Stadskanaal 
 Inhabitants Landowners Inhabitants Landowners 
Rural 87 89 91 92 
Urban 12 8 8 7 
Both rural and urban 1 3 1 1 
 
 
Local area identity 
 
In order to understand what characteristics make the survey population identify their area as rural or 
urban, Figure 2.2.2 lists which impressions the different groups have of the area in which they live19. The 
rural area in Ede is identified –in order of decreasing importance- with nature and wilderness, a centre 
with diverse business activities surrounded by rural countryside, visited by a high number of tourists, a 
rural area adjacent to urban areas, and finally as an area occupied by the agriculture sector. All these 
five characteristics are identified by more than 30% of the Ede survey population. In contrast to the 
agriculture sector, the presence of production forestry is hardly identified as characteristic; only 15% of 
the landowners in Ede, the traditional forest area, has the impression this sector is characteristic for the 
area.  
 
In Stadskanaal, the most important characteristics are a centre with diverse business activities 
surrounded by rural countryside, and secondly being an area significantly occupied by the agriculture 
sector. It can be observed that Ede has a more varied rural identity than Stadskanaal. The much 
stronger confirmation of the area being ‘remote and sparsely populated’ by people in Stadskanaal (about 
13%) than in Ede (only 2%) could be interpreted as indicating that people in Stadskanaal feel more 
isolated from mainstream society than people in Ede. This assessment can not, however, affect their 
emotional feeling for their area in a negative way, as the level of attachment in Stadskanaal turned out 
above to be even stronger than in Ede. Perhaps people in Stadskanaal like their relative isolation. 
 
The differences between community inhabitants and landowners in both localities are rather explicit with 
respect to the dominance of the agriculture sector: as could be expected, far more landowners than 
community inhabitants acknowledge this as a characteristic of the area. In Ede the differences in identity 
characterisation between both target groups appear also with respect to ‘nature and wilderness’ and 
‘visited by high numbers of tourists’; both aspects are more frequently mentioned by community 
                                                   
19 All characteristics are significant at P < 0.001 level. Cramer’s V varies from 0.12 to 0.40. See Appendix 4, Table 
3. 
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inhabitants than by landowners. Forest landowners in both areas, on the contrary, perceive their area 
relatively strong as an area with production forestry (Ede foresters: 33%, Stadskanaal forest-farmers: 
19%) and with nature and wildlife areas (Ede foresters: 78%, Stadskanaal foresters: 36%). 
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Figure 2.2 2: Identity of the area (% who ticked alternative, N=845) .
                                                  
 
 
2.2.3 Importance of activities to the local economy 
 
Related to the above investigation, respondents in the survey were asked to indicate the level of 
economic importance of six various activities to their locality, the results of which are depicted in Figure 
2.2.3 below20. Economic viability is a key aspect of rural area sustainability and therefore the perceived 
contribution of a given land use or activity can understandably affect its overall status in the eyes of the 
local community.  
 
The most important economic activity in both areas (weighted for unbalanced distribution of inhabitants 
and landowners) is commercial trade. The people from Stadskanaal value industry as high as 
commercial trade and agriculture is the third most important economic sector. For Ede, the second one 
is tourism, followed directly by farming and industry. It is interesting to observe that tourism as 
economic activity is being recognised. The forestry sector is considered by inhabitants in Ede to be of 
some importance, whereas in Stadskanaal both inhabitants and landowners forestry judge of low 
importance. Landowners in both Ede and Stadskanaal consider farming to be of more economic 
importance and forestry to be of lower economic importance than inhabitants do. 
 
 
20 The respondents who said ‘I don’t know’ have been excluded. On average 4% of them have used this option, 
except for crafts, 16% of the respondents have used this option. See Appendix 4, Table 5. 
 
 84 
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
      
      
      
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
1
1.5
2
2.5
3
Commercial
trade
Farming Industry Tourism Forestry Crafts
Ede CI Ede LO
   
   
   
   Stadskanaal CI Stadskanaal LO
Figure 2.2 3: Economic impor ance of activities to the local economy (N=825; 1=non-important/non-
existent, 2=some impor ance, 3=high importance) 
. t  
t
 
 
However, when focusing upon landowners more in detail, it can be noted that foresters in both areas are 
more positive about forestry than farmers and inhabitants are. Foresters without farming land are more 
enthusiastic as the ones with farming land. The same patterns can be found for tourism. Foresters, 
especially the foresters of Stadskanaal, acknowledge the economic importance of tourism for the 
locality more than inhabitants and farmers do. It might be expected that the more positive about 
forestry, in economic terms, the more positive people see forestry as an instrument for rural 
development. 
 
 
2.2.4  Quality of life in the area 
 
An objective of the Multifor.RD study was to explore the perceived quality of life in both case study 
areas. The quality of life in the locality can be evaluated on the basis of different categories of living 
conditions, such as community feelings, landscape identity, economic welfare and environment and 
nature quality. A list of 20 statements describing the case study area was provided and respondents 
were requested to indicate the extent to which they agree or disagree with each. Exploration of quality 
of life is immensely valuable as a basis for identifying how the local area is generally perceived, whether 
positive, neutral or negative. Assessment of the statements by respondents can be used to pinpoint 
certain aspects, which may warrant enhancement or protection (where positive), or mitigation (where 
negative). Strengths and weaknesses can thus be identified and appropriate measures developed in 
order to optimise quality of life for local communities. 
 
In Table 4 of Appendix 4 a specification of the scores of each characteristic, and differences between 
areas and target groups are presented. People from both areas agree that the locality offers a very 
attractive setting for houses, very good overall services, plenty opportunities for recreation and sports 
and unpolluted air, water and soil. They tend to be neutral towards different landscape character, 
closely-knit community, strong sense of history and tradition and no involvement of locals in how the 
area is developed. Although in general perceptions by residents in both areas do not show very large 
differences, some points need to be mentioned (see also Figure 2.2.4): 
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• 
• 
• 
• 
.  
Ede is valued higher than Stadskanaal for its forests, rich variety in nature and wildlife and beautiful 
landscape scenery; 
Economic issues, such as very few employment opportunities and a prevalence of low incomes, are 
most negatively associated in Stadskanaal; 
People in Ede are more concerned with over-development issues (industry, houses, crime, conflict 
of landuse) than people from Stadskanaal are; 
Stadskanaal is more than Ede valued for its peace and quietness. 
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Figure 2.2 4: Rating of statements concerning quality of life in rural areas (N=800; weighted; 1=strongly
disagree, 3=neutral, 5=strongly agree) 
 
 
In order to simplify interpretation of the above results, factor analysis was carried out. Those people 
who missed more than two statements were left out of the analysis, those with one or two missing 
statements have been given the mean value on it. Five quality of life factor dimensions have been 
extracted, explaining 54% of the variance (see Appendix 6, Table 1). These dimensions have been given 
names by the researchers in agreement with the apparent underlying general dynamic. Further, in order 
to compare levels of adherence to these dimension in different areas and target groups (Table 2.2.3), 
the values on the items that belong to a specific factor are summed for each respondent and divided by 
the number of items. As a result, each respondent could be attributed a score on each quality of life 
dimension in between 1 (totally disagree) and 5 (totally agree). Hence a positive (+) and negative (-) sign 
is used along with the titles of the five factors. 
 
The dimension contracting most of the variance in answers on the 20 items (which does not mean 
importance in terms of agreement or disagreement) is called ‘over-development’ (Figure 2.2.5).  
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Over-development (- and +) 
Too much industrial development, including factories 
Too many houses built in the recent past 
Conflict between different uses of land, such as 
tourism, industry and farming 
Too much crime 
Too many visiting tourists 
No involvement of locals in how the area is developed 
Attractive landscape (- and +) 
A landscape which is characteristically different from 
other places 
Beautiful landscape scenery 
Unpolluted air, water and soil 
Peace and quite with low traffic 
Very attractive setting for houses 
Rurality (- and +) 
A closely knit community 
A strong sense of history and tradition 
A very sparse population 
Weak economy – weak nature (- and +) 
Very few employment opportunities 
A prevalence of low incomes 
Not a lot of forests 
Not a rich variety of nature and wildlife 
Services (- and +) 
Very good overall services 
Plenty opportunities for recreation and sports 
Figure 2.2 5: Quality of life dimensions .
: ;
 
 
Looking at Table 2.2.3 it turns out that especially the respondents of Ede are concerned about over-
development issues. It is striking that these feelings of over-development are associated with the feeling 
that there is no involvement of locals in how the area is developed. Apparently residents of Ede are more 
dissatisfied than satisfied with the strong urban growth of Ede and that many feel they are not enough 
consulted on this matter. The new settlement plan for Kernhem, a new residential area where thousands 
of new houses are built, is most probably an important issue in this respect, in the period when the 
questionnaire was filled-in.  
 
 
Table 2.2.3  Attitudes on the quality of life dimensions (N=797  1=strongly disagree, 5 =strongly agree) 
 Ede Stadskanaal  
 
Inhabitants 
Land-
owners 
Inhabitants 
Land-
owners 
Significance 
Services 3.7 3.6 3.8 3.5 Eta2=0.02 *** 
Attractive landscape 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.7 Eta2=0.01 ** 
Over-development 3.3 3.5 2.7 2.9 Eta2=0.28 *** 
 
 
Rurality 2.8 2.8 3.3 3.3 Eta2=0.14 ***
Weak economy, weak nature 2.2 2.2 3.2 3.1 Eta2=0.49 ***
 
 
In Stadskanaal on the other hand residents are more concerned (Table 2.2.3) about the economy of the 
area, the second dimension in Figure 2.2.5. This second dimension is remarkably related to the 
perception that the area has little to offer with respect to nature and forests. Apparently some measure 
of economic poverty (employment) is associated with some measure of environmental poverty. Perhaps 
many people are aware that a green environment is a canvass for industry and entrepreneurs. People in 
Stadskanaal are those who most often attributed this quality of life characteristic to their area. On the 
other hand, inhabitants in Stadskanaal are more positive than those in Ede (Table 2.2.3) about the 
rurality of the area, the third dimension in Figure 2.2.5, in which community bonds and a strong sense of 
history and tradition are important characteristics. So, the concern in Stadskanaal for economic and 
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environmental matters appears not to be associated with concern for sociality matters. As for the 
provided services, the people in the two areas agree predominantly, and equally high. 
 
 
2.2.5 Conclusions 
 
The connection of the respondents with their respective areas does not present problems in itself. 
People in both areas feel more attached than detached to it, and more than half of them make regular to 
very frequent use of the open countryside around their settlements for leisure. Almost all of the 
respondents in both areas consider the identity of their area as rural, as opposed to urban. 
 
If asked for indicating more specific characteristics, listed to them, which they associate with this area 
identity, it is Ede that focuses more on the environmental aspects (nature and the magnetic effect it has 
on visitors), while Stadskanaal more often points at economic activities in general, and at agriculture in 
particular. These aspects are, on the other hand, also operative in the minds of many people in Ede, 
which makes this latter group more varied in associative pattern. It is the group of inhabitants in Ede that 
least acknowledges the agrarian status of their area, while in both areas landowners do acknowledge 
this particular aspect, understandably, in much larger numbers than inhabitants in general. 
 
Forestry, on the other hand, which is generally scarcely acknowledged by the whole group as 
characteristic of the respective areas, is only marked as particularly associated with the area by a 
sizeable percentage of landowners in Ede. The fact that an also sizeable group in Stadskanaal 
associates the area with remoteness and sparse population, points perhaps more at a feeling of 
‘splendid isolation’ than of worry, considering the fact that, previously, people in Stadskanaal also 
appeared to express a somewhat greater attachment to their area than people in Ede. 
 
The quality of life in the area could be differentiated into five dimensions, which were named ‘over-
development’, ‘weak economy’, ‘attractive landscape’, ‘rurality’, and ‘services’. The absence of forests, 
along with nature and wildlife, was singularly associated with the weak economy dimension, which can 
be interpreted as indicating an awareness in the respondents of the canvassing power of a green 
environment with regard to industry and commerce, and therefore with regard to jobs. It is remarkable 
that both areas did not fail to equally boast on the attractiveness of their respective landscapes, without 
including forests as explicit assets in this context. Perhaps this landscape dimension, with generally high 
mean agreement scores, expressed the personal satisfaction with the people’s respective environments, 
rather than the attractiveness for new economic activities. On the other hand, both areas agreed also 
rather highly on the availability of services in the area, which is only possible in an economic vital 
community. 
 
The associative pattern of the areas’ identities is to a large extent confirmed in the pattern of current 
economic activities deemed important by the respondents. Previously, we already saw that the 
agriculture sector and general economic activities were considered by many people to be characteristic 
of the respective areas. It is, therefore, consistent that farming, next to commercial trade, is believed by 
many respondents to be an important current economic activity. Forestry, in this context, is a divisive 
point when areas are compared. In Ede it almost matches the importance of agriculture and commerce, 
while people in Stadskanaal judge forestry on a comparable level as crafts in general: very low. 
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2.3 Relation with the forests 
 
Having dealt with the relation between respondents and the general area in the previous section, this 
chapter will next consider specifically the relations prevalent with forests. This topic is investigated under 
the following three headings: 
• 
• 
• 
t
t t
attachment; 
opinions about the forests; and 
role of forests in quality of life. 
 
 
2.3.1 Attachment to forests 
 
Attachment to local forests is likely to be significantly related to attitudes and perceptions. Where 
attachment is low, attitudes may tend to be less positive, and vice versa. For this reason, it is important 
to ascertain the overall level of attachment between locals and forests in both case study areas. The 
issues of attachment per se, frequency of recreational activity, and distance from residence to nearest 
forest are explored below. 
 
Attachmen  
 
As was true for attachment to the area, most Dutch respondents in this study feel (strongly) attached 
(71%) to the forests close to their municipalities, in opposition to the 6% who feel (strongly) detached to 
the local forests. A group of 23% of the respondents has neutral feelings towards the forests in their 
area.  
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Figure 2.3.1: A tachment to forests and area (N=828; 1=s rongly detached, 3=neutral, 5=strongly 
attached) 
 
 
Figure 2.3.1 compares the average level of attachment to the local forests with the attachment to the 
local area for the four target groups. It is not surprising that the people of Ede feel considerably more 
attached to the forests than the people of Stadskanaal, as Ede has plenty of forests and Stadskanaal 
very few and besides that very young ones; and because in previous paragraphs the importance of 
forests was already judged rather differently in the same direction by the respondents in the areas. In 
both areas, community inhabitants show a greater attachment than landowners. Those who feel most 
attached to their forests are Ede’s inhabitants (4.2), while in Stadskanaal this attachment among 
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inhabitants still exceeds the attachment of landowners, but on a lower level. The landowners in 
Stadskanaal display the least attachment to the forests in their area of all target groups. It is remarkable 
that in Ede the attachment to the forests is even stronger than the attachment to the area, whereas in 
Stadskanaal people are more attached to the area than to the forests. 
 
Frequency of outdoor activities in local forests 
 
The attachment to the forest is manifested by the regular use people make of the forests (Table 2.3.1). 
In general, 11 out of 100 Dutch people in the sample are every day in the forests and 13% that hardly 
goes to the forests (9% never goes to the forests and 4% does it once a year). Half of the population 
goes either monthly or weekly. Differentiated for the target groups, the results show that the landowners 
of Stadskanaal visit the forests least: more than 20% never visits a forest. In contrast, the inhabitants of 
Ede show the highest percentage of frequency of outdoor activities in forests. 
 
 
Table 2.3.1: Frequency outdoor recreational activities in this locality in the forests (year 2000) (%; N=700) 
 Ede Stadskanaal 
 Inhabitants Landowners Inhabitants Landowners 
Never 3 6 7 21 
Once 2 7 7 8 
2 to 4 times per year 26 28 29 28 
Monthly 26 23 32 18 
Weekly 33 25 19 21 
Daily 10 11 6 4 
Forests visits: on average  Monthly (4.2) Monthly (3.9) 
Almost monthly 
(3.7) 
2 to 4 times per 
year (3.2) 
Area visits: on average Monthly (3.9) Monthly (4.1) Monthly (3.9) 
Almost monthly 
(3.7) 
Cross table: Cramer’s V=0.18 (P < 0.001); 
Mean visits: varies from 1=never to 6=daily; forests: eta2=0.06 (P < 0 001), area: not significant .
 
 
Table 2.3.1 makes clear that there is not much difference in the frequency of outdoor activities between 
the local countryside and the local forests. There is some significant correlation between the level of 
attachment and frequency of outdoor activities: 
• 
• 
 
the stronger the attachment to the local forests, the more they are visited, and –to a smaller extent- 
the countryside is visited (Pearson correlation 0.54*** and 0.28***); 
the stronger the attachment to the locality, the more the countryside is visited, and –again to a 
smaller extent- the local forests are visited (Pearson correlation 0.18*** and 0.11***). 
 
Distance to nearest forest
 
Respondents were asked to indicate the distance to the nearest forest from where they live, the results 
of which are presented in Table 2.3.2 below. As expected, those in the traditional forest area (Ede) live 
significantly closer to forests than those in the afforestation area (Stadskanaal). For example, 31% of 
those in the former live next to of within 500m of a forest compared to 21% of the latter. The shorter 
the distance to the nearest forest, the more people are attached to the local forests and the more 
intensive they go out in the forests for recreation (Pearson correlation -0.24*** and -0.29***). 
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Table 2.3.2: Dis ance to nearest fores  (N=830, %, weighted) t t
 Distance to nearest forest 
 Immediately 
beside house 
< 500m 500m to 2km >2km I don’t know 
Ede 6 25 50 18 1 
Stadskanaal 5 16 44 32 3 
Cramer’s V=0.19 (P < 0.001)     
 
 
2.3.2 Opinions about the forests 
 
Having illustrated that the respondent populations differ remarkably with respect to attachment to local 
forests, this section will next explore some general opinions about forests, including the following: 
• 
• 
• 
:
impressions regarding amount of forests in locality; 
accessibility; 
perceptions regarding threats to forests. 
 
Amount of forests 
 
Both populations were asked to indicate whether they feel the amount of forest cover in their locality is 
low, medium or high (see Table 10, Appendix 4). The population of Ede are inclined to feel it is high 
(70%), whereas those in Stadskanaal are much more inclined to feel it is low (41%) or medium (53%). No 
significant differences exist between inhabitants and landowners in Ede, however, landowners in 
Stadskanaal perceive the present forest cover more often higher than inhabitants do (16% vs. 4%). 
 
Respondents were next asked their opinions regarding the amount of forest cover relative to three 
spatial contexts of increasing scale, namely next to where they live, in their locality generally and in the 
Netherlands. The results of this investigation are presented in Table 2.3.3 below, highlighting that 
differences between target groups and case study areas are significant for all three spatial contexts.  
 
 
Table 2.3.3  Opinion on the amount of forests in each case study area (%, N=783, 777 and 707) 
 Ede Stadskanaal 
 Inhabitants Landowners Inhabitants Landowners 
Amount of forests next to where I live     
Too little 18 11 40 21 
Ok as it is 82 88 60 73 
Too much -- 1 -- 6 
Amount of fores s in this locality     
Too little 18 10 71 42 
Ok as it is 82 88 29 52 
Too much -- 2 -- 6 
Amount of forests in the Netherlands     
Too little 72 42 55 34 
Ok as it is 28 56 45 61 
Too much -- 2 -- 5 
Next live: CV =0.23 (P < 0 001;)Locality  CV = 0,38 (P < 0.001); Netherlands: CV =0.23 (P < 0.001) 
• 
• 
• 
t  
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
. :  
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In the following discussion, those who say that the amount of forest cover is OK are set-aside in order to 
focus specifically upon those who feel it is either too little (and thus may want more forests) or too much 
(and therefore may be anxious about further afforestation). 
 
In general, it can be concluded that in both areas only small numbers of community inhabitants and 
landowners believe the amount of forests to be too much. In Ede it can be observed that on the spatial 
levels ‘next to where I live’ and ‘locality’ the opinions of landowners and inhabitants stay similar, 
inhabitants more often feeling the amount of forests is too little. This percentage varies from 10% to 
18%. At the national level, those from Ede think increasingly that the Netherlands has too little forests: 
on the average it grows from 18% to 72%. Perhaps the inhabitants in Ede grant the rest of the country a 
similar enjoyment of forests as they personally experience. 
 
In Stadskanaal, on the contrary, opinions differ on these spatial levels. First, it is interesting to notice 
that at both levels large number of inhabitants and landowners think the amount of forests is too little 
(varying from 21% to 71%). However, this percentage is considerable lower at the domicile level than it 
is at the area level. It can be concluded that people from Stadskanaal are in favour of afforestation, but 
not in their own backyard. However, it has to be remarked that the more people are dissatisfied with the 
present forest cover, the further away the live from it. Next, landowners are less inclined to say that the 
amount of forests is too little compared to inhabitants. This is in particular caused by the farmers, who 
think largely the present forest cover is okay. For the Netherlands, the people from Stadskanaal support 
afforestation, but less than in their own locality. It is a reduction, but not a reversal in the opinion on 
sufficiency of forests, as was the case in Ede.  
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Figure 2.3.2: Local forest cover and amount of forest (N=792) 
 
 
In Figure 2.3.2 it becomes clear that there is a strong link between the perceived present forest cover 
and the wish for more forests in the locality. Ede has a high forest cover and the people are merely 
satisfied with this forest coverage. Stadskanaal has a low/medium forest cover and its inhabitants have 
a strong wish for more forests in their locality. 
 
The level of attachment may explain the evaluation of the amount of forests: the more attached, the 
more people feel there are too few forests in the locality. This is true for both areas, however, the 
relation is much stronger for Stadskanaal than for Ede (Pearson correlation 0.33*** and 0.14**). 
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Accessibility 
 
Respondents were asked to consider whether there should be freedom of access to both privately 
owned forests as well as public or state owned forests in their locality, the results of which are depicted 
in Figure 2.3.3 below.  
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Figure 2.3 3: Accessibility to the forests (% agreement, N=792) .
                                                  
 
 
At a first glance, it can be seen that a higher proportion of all actor groups feel there should be open 
access to state forests (>95%) than to private forests (<60%). Secondly, inhabitants in both case study 
areas agree more than landowners that there should be freedom of access to private forests (Cramer’s 
V=0.20***). With respect to both forest types, there are no significant differences between foresters, 
farmers and forest-farmers21. 
 
Threats for the forests 
 
The respondents have been asked what the most important threats are for the forest in the locality22. 
First, we can conclude that the respondents of Ede are consistently more concerned about threats than 
the people of Stadskanaal (of the 10 threats presented to the respondents only hunting and farming are 
judged equally). This is logical as the forest surface in Ede is much larger than in Stadskanaal and 
forests in Ede are more rooted in the local history. From an experiential perspective, however, it is also 
evident from the above that forests are an important object of emotional attachment for people in Ede, 
more so than in Stadskanaal. 
 
The most important threats are urban development and pollution. Urban development is by far the 
strongest forest threat acknowledged by particularly the respondents in Ede: 35% versus 6% in 
Stadskanaal think the forests are highly threatened by it. Pollution is considered as the second highest 
threat to the Dutch forests. Again, Ede is more aware of it than Stadskanaal: 25% versus 4% think the 
forests are highly threatened by it. Especially community inhabitants from Ede are more aware of these 
threats (see Figure 2.3.4). 
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21 See Appendix 4, Table 8b. 
22 See Appendix 4, Table 14. 
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Figure 2.3 4: Perceived threats to the local forests (N=792; 1=not threatened by, 2=somewhat 
threatened by, 3=highly threatened by) 
.
 
                                                  
 
In contrast to the aforementioned threats, activities related to the primary (or production) function of the 
forests, such as excess of wood harvesting or illegal logging, are rarely considered by the respondents 
as threats posed on their forests. This is logical in view of the strict regulations put upon these types of 
activities in Dutch policy and law enforcement. Less important threats -particularly mentioned in Ede- are: 
fires, storms and poor forest management. More than 20% of the landowners (independent of being a 
farmer, forester or forest-farmer) of the traditional area Ede consider poor forest management to be a 
strong threat. 
 
 
2.3.3 The role of forests in the quality of life in the area 
 
The benefits of forests, or their negative contribution, to the quality of life in the community can be 
evaluated using the same aspects that have previously been defined with respect to the quality of life in 
the locality in general (community benefits, landscape identity, economic welfare and environment and 
nature quality). The respondents have again been asked to judge a list of characteristics in terms 
running from ‘totally disagree’ to ‘totally agree’23. Again, a factor analysis was performed out of which 
three dimensions emerged24 (Figure 2.3.5).  
 
These dimensions did not run parallel to the categories mentioned above, categories that were more or 
less confirmed by the previous factor analysis on quality of life aspects. The role of forests in 
constituting the quality of life, as measured by the items put in the list, are apparently judged on either 
their ‘benefits’ in diverse respects, or their ‘harmfulness’ in equally diverse respects, or their ‘neutral 
position’ as regards quality of life.  
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23 See Appendix 4, Table 13a for a specification of the scores for each characteristic. 
24 See Appendix 6, Table 2. 
Forests are beneficial 
Provide good incomes for local 
people 
Provide good employment for 
local people 
Have created a landscape which is 
characteristically different from 
other places 
Are of important historical or 
cultural value 
Protect our air, water and soil 
Significantly improve the 
attractiveness of living here 
Forests are harmful 
Are a threat for other land use 
activities such as farming 
Are here against the wishes of local 
people 
Create a sense of isolation between 
neighbours 
Deteriorate the beauty of the 
landscape 
Do not significantly improve the 
attractiveness of living here 
Forests have nothing to offer 
Are very poor in terms of the 
variety of plants and animals 
Provide very few opportunities for 
recreation and sports 
Deteriorate the beauty of the 
landscape 
Figure 2.3 5: Local forest quality dimensions .
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On the basis of results in previous paragraphs it was to be expected that, although forestry may not be 
judged as a big issue, the forest itself is certainly positively valued by a large group of people, 
particularly in Ede. This very picture is confirmed by Figure 2.3.625. It shows also that landowners have a 
somewhat lower opinion than inhabitants have on the benefits of forests and, conversely, see more 
harmful aspects of them, or consider forests to fail in contributing in any way to rural development. The 
landowners of Stadskanaal have the least positive opinion of forests. The balance is, of course, in all 
these groups still in the direction of a beneficial opinion; the average for benefits is consistently above 
the midpoint of the scale (3), while the reverse is true for the harmfulness and the neutral status. 
Farmers in both areas, especially in Stadskanaal, have a neutral opinion on all local forest quality 
dimensions, which means that they are relatively negative about the local forests. 
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Figure 2.3 6: A titudes on local forest quality dimensions (N=798; 1=totally disagree, 3=neutral, 
5=totally agree)
 
So far, the results about the attitudes toward forests have been analysed very general. It is, however, 
possible to analyse the position of respondents as regards the different viewpoints in a more finely tuned 
way. To this end a cluster analysis has been performed on the factor dimensions of Figure 2.3.5. The 
 
25 Beneficial: eta2 = 0.12 (P <0.001). Harmful: eta2 = 0.17 (P <0.001). Nothing to offer: eta2 = 0.13 (P <0.001); 
see also Appendix 4, Tables 13b and 13c. 
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result was a differentiation of the following four forest attitude groups (names are given by the 
researchers on the basis of the scoring pattern on factors): 
• 
• 
• 
• t
r
 
The ‘adversaries’, 7% of the respondents (N=57): these people dislike the forests in every 
perspective: they do not contribute to an attractive living environment, they do not fit in the 
landscape, they do not provide any economic benefits. The only thing that forests bring is places for 
outdoor recreation. 
The ‘sceptics’, 26% (N=209): this group is -generally speaking- positive about the forests. However, 
they doubt whether the forests have a lot to offer in terms of recreational opportunities and 
biodiversity. Besides, they observe that forests can be a threat for other land use activities, can 
cause feelings of isolation and can deteriorate the landscape. They doubt whether the forests are 
planted according to the wishes of the local people. 
The ‘positive realists’, 43% of the respondents (N=344): this group is mostly positive about the 
forests, although they are conscious of the low economic profits. Some of them agree with the poor 
variety in plants and animals that the forests offer. 
The ‘enthusias s’, 24% (N=188): these residents embrace the forests in their locality. They cannot 
mention one negative aspect of them. 
 
 
Table 2.3.4: Numbers of respondents (in %) belonging to forest attitude g oups differentiated by area and target 
group (N=798)
 Ede Stadskanaal 
 Inhabitants Owners Inhabitants Owners 
The adversaries 1 6 3 24 
The sceptics 17 24 33 32 
The positive realists 54 41 43 28 
The enthusiasts 28 29 21 16 
Cramer’s V = 0,23 (P < 0.001) 
 
 
As became apparent previously, but is demonstrated even more dramatically in Table 2.3.4, it is the 
group of ‘adversaries’ that attracts the largest number from the landowners of Stadskanaal, whereas in 
the other target groups this group forms an almost negligible minority. Conversely, the group 
‘enthusiasts’ among landowners in Ede matches those among the two inhabitant groups. The ‘positive 
realists’ are the largest in every group, except for the Stadskanaal landowners, where the sceptics take 
the lead. The farmers fill almost completely the group ‘adversaries’. 
 
 
2.3.4 Conclusions 
 
This research shows that people show generally a strong attachment to forests, comparable with, and 
sometimes even surpassing, the attachment to the area. It is not surprising that the people of Ede, the 
traditional forest area, feel this attachment considerably stronger -even stronger than the attachment to 
the area at large- than the people in Stadskanaal, the afforestation area, -who, conversely, feel more 
attached to the area than to the forests. It is perhaps more informative to find that in both areas 
community inhabitants -particularly those in Ede- show a greater attachment to the forests in their area 
than landowners -especially those in Stadskanaal. The same attachment pattern is reflected in the 
practical use people make of the forests for leisure. While there is a general regular up to a very 
frequent use pattern by more than half of the total group, Ede’s inhabitants show the highest frequency, 
and the landowners of Stadskanaal the lowest. 
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Asked for their opinion on sufficiency of the forest in the area, ample half of the population of 
Stadskanaal explicitly states that the amount of forests in the area is too little, while most people of Ede 
consider the amount of forests as sufficient. In Ede there is not much difference between inhabitants and 
landowners, whereas in Stadskanaal inhabitants have a much stronger wish for more forests than 
landowners have. Farmers in Stadskanaal are least positive about afforestation. Comparing this result 
with the opinion on forest cover of the Netherlands at large, it turns out that people of Ede believe much 
more than people of Stadskanaal (approximately 70% and 50% respectively) believe the amount of 
forests in the rest of the Netherlands to be too little. Apparently the inhabitants in Ede grant the rest of 
the country a similar enjoyment of forests as they personally experience. 
 
The results make clear that practically the whole group of respondents is of the opinion that accessibility 
to public/state owned forests has to be free. In view of the Dutch practice of public forest policy and 
management this is not surprising. On the other hand when talking about privately owned forests, much 
less respondents think that free access is then to be required. Not only most landowners, but also 
almost half of the community inhabitants believe that access to private forests does not have to be free. 
A valued good can also have a separate price, apart from public finance. 
 
Forests, as valued goods, have to be protected to threats. And, the more the good is valued, the more 
concern can emerge for threats. It is, therefore, not surprising, again, that the respondents in Ede are 
consistently more concerned about threats than the people in Stadskanaal. Also, in view of the recent 
history of the more urbanised area in Ede, it is to be expected that the singularly highest threat 
attribution to urban development is acknowledged by the people -particularly the inhabitants- in Ede. In 
the context of general environmental awareness in a densely populated country like the Netherlands, it 
is, further, understandable that pollution is by the whole group considered as the second highest threat 
to Dutch forests. On the other hand, the fact that excess of wood harvesting, or illegal logging, are 
rarely considered by these respondents as threats posed to the forests, is in agreement with the strict 
regulations put upon these types of activities in Dutch policy and law enforcement. 
 
If the focus is on particular aspects of forests that contribute positively or negatively tot rural 
(community) development the question is on the basis of what dimensions people judge forests. The role 
of forests in constituting the quality of life, as measured by the items put into the questionnaire, are 
apparently judged on their ‘benefits’ in diverse respects, their ‘harmfulness’ in equally diverse respects, 
or their ‘neutral position’ as regards quality of life. Of course, it was expected that Ede would be 
particularly convinced of the benefits, which turned out to be true. Further, landowners had a somewhat 
lower opinion than inhabitants on the benefits of forests and, conversely, see more harmful aspects of 
them, or consider forests to fail in contributing in any way to rural development. The landowners of 
Stadskanaal have the least positive opinion of forests. The balance is, of course, in all these groups still 
in the direction of a beneficial opinion. 
 
On the basis of the perceived contribution of forests to the local quality of life, four forest attitude 
groups could be distinguished by a cluster analysis. These four groups can be ranked from very positive 
attitudes towards very negative attitudes: enthusiasts (24%), positive realists (43%), sceptics (26%), and 
adversaries (7%). The enthusiasts can particularly be found in the Ede target groups, while among 
Stadskanaal inhabitants a smaller number of them are present in this group, and among Stadskanaal 
landowners even more so; it is the smallest forest attitude group represented in this particular target 
group. As is to be expected from previous results, it is the group of landowners in Stadskanaal that 
reside in the adversaries. The singularly large number in this group, compared with the other target 
groups group is striking. 
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2.4 Farming and forestry practices 
 
As it is clear, now, that community inhabitants and landowners often differ considerably in their views on 
forests and forestry, it is time we have a closer look at the landowners, and their work situation.  
 
 
2.4.1 Characteristics 
 
An outline description of both case study area groups is provided below with respect to the following: 
• 
• 
• 
• 
:
respondent sample; 
holding size; 
composition of holding; and  
additional activities. 
 
Respondent sample 
 
The landowners can be divided in three subgroups: those with only farming practices, those with only 
forestry practices, and those who combine farming and forestry practices. Most of the landowners 
(72%) carry out farming activities on their lands exclusively, i.e. without combining it with forestry (Table 
2.4.1). This percentage is higher in the afforestation area (79%) than in the traditional forest area (63%). 
In Ede, on the other hand, there are much more landowners who combine both farming and forestry 
activities or who perform only forestry activities. As we can see, the percentage of landowners that 
carries out forest activities on their lands (forester and forest-farmer) is two times larger in Ede than in 
Stadskanaal. 
 
 
Table 2.4.1  Landowners subdivision according to their land activities (N=336) 
 Ede (N=152) Stadskanaal (N=178) 
Forester 18 12% 11 6% 
Farmer 96 63% 141 79% 
Forest-farmer 37 24% 21 12% 
Landowner without further specification 1 1% 5 3% 
 
 
Holding size and composition of holding 
 
In general, it can be concluded that those entrepreneurs who combine forest with farming practices 
have the most sizeable property (Table 2.4.2). In Ede these properties are much larger than in 
Stadskanaal. This is caused by six large nature organisations that own more than 1,000 hectares of 
land each as well as perform farming practices on a small and extensive scale. The extensive nature 
areas managed by them are situated within the nature area of the Veluwe. 
 
The ‘average’ composition of holdings as represented by owned land and rented land is presented in 
summary in Table 2.4.2 below (further details are provided in Tables 18a and 18b, Appendix 4). By far 
the majority of land that is farmed/forested by the respondents in both case study areas is owned, with 
a very small proportion of land rented from others. The differences are especially strong with respect to 
the landowners groups ‘farmers’ and ‘forest-farmers’. The farmers in Stadskanaal have more land under 
crops than those of Stadskanaal. This is the result of varied agricultural practices: Ede deals mainly with 
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intensive stock farming on small properties, whereas Stadskanaal deals mainly with crop farming. Next, 
the landuse of forest-farmers differs significantly in both areas. In Ede, the group of forest-farmers is 
dominated by large nature conservation organisation who own, apart from forest and nature land, also 
small agricultural parcels which are farmed in a traditional biologically way. In Stadskanaal, on the 
contrary, the nature conservation organisation own less extensive parcels, but they operate in the same 
manner. 
 
 
Table 2.4.2 Composition of holding for each landowner group (both owned and rented land; in hectares) 
 Ede Stadskanaal 
 Forester Farmer 
Forest-
farmer 
Forester Farmer 
Forest-
farmer 
Forest 8.0 -- 143.0 5.1 -- 19.6 
Grazing -- 6.9 21.6 -- 3.2 23.9 
Crops -- 4.0 14.7 -- 24.2 11.6 
Scrub 0.3 -- 1.9 1.1 -- 2.5 
Other 0.2 -- 24.5 0.4 0.2 0.3 
Average size per owner 8.5 10.9 205.8 6.6 27.8 57.9 
 
 
The average land area owned exclusively by foresters differs not much in both case study areas. 
However, the land classes clarify that there are differences (Figure 2.4.1): most forest owners in Ede 
own less than 5 hectares, whereas the largest group forest owners of Stadskanaal owns in between 5 
and 25 hectares. Apart from this, we can observe that the farms in Ede are much smaller than the farms 
in Stadskanaal: 70% of the farmers in Ede own less than 5 hectares, whereas 40% of the farmers in 
Stadskanaal own in between 25 and 100 hectares. 
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Figure 2.4.1: Total land area subdivided in classes for each landowner group (%, N=310) 
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Additional activities 
 
In general, 7% of the landowners are also involved in other types of enterprises on their land (see 
Appendix 4, Table 19). The distribution of these “other” activities between traditional forest areas and 
recently afforested areas does not differ. Within the traditional area, 7% of the landowners are involved 
in other types of activities. This percentage is very similar in the recently afforested area, as 6% of all 
the landowners in Stadskanaal are also involved in these types of enterprises. 
 
Within the different types of “other” activities/enterprises, tourist related activities such as camping are 
the most common (33% of the total). Moreover, these tourist-related enterprises take place in the same 
frequency, both in the traditional and in the recently afforested area (33% within each case study area). 
Although the absolute number of non-tourism related activities is low, it is remarkable to find the 
existence of activities such as biological farms, school farms and so-called ‘care farms’, where disabled 
people work.  
 
 
2.4.2 Management practices in general 
 
Daily management 
 
The farm landowners are strongly tied-up with management of their own farms on a day-today basis, 
either personally or with the help of relatives (Table 2.4.3). It is also remarkable that farmlands are rarely 
managed by hired staff, or by a consultant company. The same situation holds for daily management of 
the forest lands; the forest owners are directly in charge of the management of their lands. Apparently, 
the presence of hired staff or consultants in the forest management is even inferior to their presence in 
the management of farmlands. 
 
 
Table 2.4.3 Daily management responsibilities of farm and forest land (%, N=259 and N=42) 
 Farm land Forest land 
 Ede Stadskanaal Ede Stadskanaal 
Oneself, without help 38 29 42 61 
Oneself with help family/staff 45 46 54 33 
Other family members 5 10 -- -- 
Hired staff only 3 2 4 -- 
A company or consultant 3 3 -- -- 
Other 6 10 -- 6 
 
 
Membership farming or forestry organisation 
 
The percentage of farm landowners associated with a farming organisation is twice as large in the 
recently afforested area of Stadskanaal as in the traditional forest area of Ede; almost 60% of the 
farmers of Stadskanaal belong to a farming organisation, whereas 38% of farmers from Ede do. The 
association with forest organisations is generally very low; only 15% of the forest owners are member. 
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2.4.3 Role of forestry in farm development 
 
In the context of examining the role of forestry in rural development, it is necessary to review the 
economic viability of farming in both case study areas, identify what farm development options are being 
considered and highlight the main reasons for not planting land. Each of these three topics is explored 
below. Almost ninety percent of the interviewed landowners are farmers (N=295), of which most are 
exclusively farmer (N=237; 80%) and some forest-farmer (N=58; 20%). 
 
Economic viability 
 
Given the recent CAP reforms, which seek to reduce agricultural output as well as evidence that farming 
for many is becoming a struggle to survive, it is worthwhile to establish how farmers see their prospects 
in the short term. Farmland owners (i.e. farmers and forest-farmers) were asked to indicate whether 
their prospects for the next five years are progressive, stable or declining, results of which are included 
in Table 2.4.4 below.  
 
 
Table 2.4.4: Prospects of farm owners over the coming 5 yea s (%, N=215, not significant) r
 Ede Stadskanaal 
Progressive 15 25 
Stable 49 50 
Declining 36 25 
 
 
Half of the respondents in both case study areas feel that farming prospects are stable, however, 
farmers in Stadskanaal are more optimistic than farmers in Ede when they have to state the prospects 
they perceive. Farmers in Ede are the least optimistic about their future, whereas forest-farmers of 
Stadskanaal are the most optimistic about their future. Next, compared on a local level, forest-farmers 
foresee more decline than farmers do. More important in the determination of future farming prospects, 
however, is the size of the farm: the larger it is, the more optimistic farmers are about their future. Only 
5% of the farmers that own less than 5 ha sees progression (and almost 40% decline), whereas 35% of 
the farmers owning more than 25 ha expects progression. There is one remarkable difference between 
farmers and forest-farmers: forest-farmers with more than 100 ha foresee decline for their business. 
 
Future farm development options 
 
Farmland owners were next asked which of a number of possible options, if any, are they considering 
for some or all of their property over the next five years or so, the results of which are presented in 
Figure 2.4.2 below26. One can observe, now, that most farmers want to obtain more land, either by 
buying or by renting. The option of selling land is contemplated by one out of four farmers. At least 10% 
of the farmers is considering either planting of forests, or allowing some land to return to nature.  
 
Given the theme of the Multifor.RD research project, it is worth focusing upon farmland owners who say 
they are considering planting some land with forests. As mentioned above, there are no differences 
between study areas and landowners groups. The assumption that landowners who already own forests 
                                                   
26 There are no significant differences between both areas, except for ‘rent land from others’ (Cramer’s V =0.17*). 
Next, there are no significant differences between farmers and forest-farmers, except for ‘allow some land to return 
to nature’ (Cramer’s V=0.26*). See also Appendix 4, Table 24. 
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are more likely to consider future afforestation cannot be verified in the Dutch context. Those who are 
considering planting are less likely to agree that forests make a negative contribution towards quality of 
life in the locality (Eta2=0.08**). 
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Figure 2.4.2: Farm development options (%; N=159; not weighted) 
 
 
As allowing land to return to nature implies in the Netherlands that in the long run some forest will arise, 
it is also worthwhile focusing on. Forest-farmers in Ede are considering this option (29%), whereas none 
of the forest-farmers in Stadskanaal do. Most probably, this is caused by the fact that a lot of the forest-
farmers in Ede are in fact nature conservation organisations that own, apart from forests, nature areas 
and heather fields, also small agricultural land. 
 
It is logical that future options, which are contemplated, are to a large extent related to the prospects of 
future farming activities (Table 2.4.5). The option of selling land, is by large the most salient option for 
those who expect future decline in the coming 5 years; more than half of the farmers who expect 
decline consider this option. Nearly all farmers with progressive prospects consider either buying or 
renting land from others. 
 
 
Table 2.4.5 Options contemplated by farmers for different prospect groups (%, N=159, not weighted) 
 Progressive Stable Declining Significance 
Sell land to others 2 12 55 Cramer’s V.53*** 
Rent land to others 7 26 25 Cramer’s V=.20* 
 
Buy land from other 95 54 18 Cramer’s V=.60*** 
Rent land from others 74 49 10 Cramer’s V=.50*** 
Allow some land to return to nature 7 8 20 Cramer’s V=.18*
 
 
Not surprisingly, there is a strong relation between size of the farm and future options. The more land 
they own, the more farmers are planning to buy land or rent land from others (Cramer’s V 0.20* and 
0.33***) and the less they are planning to rent land to others (Cramer’s V 0.25*). Although statistically 
not significant, partly due to the low respondent numbers, it seems that especially farm landowners with 
less than 5 ha or more than 100 ha are more likely to plant forests and allow some land to return to 
nature than farm landowners with a property size between 5 ha and 100 ha. The smaller landowners 
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might consider this, as they see no future for their regular agricultural practices, whereas the larger 
landowners might consider this, as they are merely nature conservation organisations. 
 
Motivations for not planting forests 
 
Focusing now on afforestation, it is evident that the option of planting forests in the next five years is not 
highly considered by Dutch farmers. Up to 90% of the total number of farmers answered not to consider 
this option. There were no large differences between farmers of the two case study areas in this 
respect. Figure 2.4.3 shows the percentage of the reasons why farmers did not plant forests in the last 
five years27. 
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Figure 2.4.3: Reasons for not planting forest (%; N=191) 
 
 
The three most important reasons in both areas are: ‘not financially attractive’, ‘my land is too productive 
for trees’ and ‘there are enough forests already in this locality’. The farmers of Stadskanaal and the 
forest-farmers of Ede especially mention the financial unattractiveness of afforestation. Next, the 
productivity of the land is called by the Stadskanaal forest-farmers (83%), of which some of them already 
regretted –from a business point of view- that they have planted trees on their land. The opinion that the 
area already has enough forests is another important reasons, nominated by at least one third of the 
                                                   
27 There are no significant differences between both areas, except for ‘not financially attractive’ (Cramer’s V =0.15*) 
and ‘I do not like trees/forests’ (Cramer’s V =0.14*). Next, there are no significant differences between farmers and 
forest-farmers, except for ‘my land is too productive for trees’ (Cramer’s V=0.27**) and ‘not financially attractive’ 
(Cramer’s V =0.22*). See also Appendix 4, Table 25. 
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farmland owners. Apart from the former arguments the forest-farmers in Stadskanaal do not consider 
extra afforestation as they ‘don’t know enough about forestry’ and ‘have never thought of it’ (each motive 
is answered by 50% of the group). Apparently they consider the management of their forests as 
complicated and/or that the amount of forests should be limited. In Ede, the main differences between 
the two farmer groups is that the farmers considerably more frequently say that they ‘have never 
thought of it’, and that the forest-farmers more often say that ‘their land is too productive for trees’ or 
‘that it is not financially attractive’. 
 
The size of the farm influences the motivation: the larger the property, the more farmers say their land is 
too productive and it is not financially attractive. As farmers in Stadskanaal have larger holdings than 
farmers in Ede, it makes sense that former groups mentions mainly economic reasons and especially 
the latter group motivates its non-planting behaviour by saying that their property is too small/dispersed. 
 
A factor analysis revealed five underlying dimensions (68% explained variance, Appendix 6, Table 3): 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
                                                  
lack of information and experience: they have never thought of it and don’t know enough about 
forestry; 
future decision because of present impossibility: it is not allowed according to the local regulations, 
they want their children to decide, and they think it is not financially attractive; 
negative attitude towards more forests: farmers think there are enough forests already and they 
don’t like trees. This attitude is not determined by the fact that is not financially attractive; 
economic reasons: land is too productive for tree planting and it is not financially attractive. It is 
negatively correlated to the statement ‘I don’t like trees’; 
small property: the property is too small or dispersed and it is not because they have never thought 
of it. 
The differences between both farmer groups in the case study areas are only significant with respect to 
two dimensions. The forest-farmers agree more with the economic reasons than the farmers do. Next, 
the farmers in Ede and forest-farmers in Stadskanaal especially mention a lack of information and 
experience. 
 
 
2.4.4 Forestry practices 
 
In the context of examining the role of forestry in rural development, it is necessary to review the 
forestry traditions, in terms of ways of obtaining the forest, attachment and forest management 
objectives, in both areas. Each of these three topics is explored below. Of all the landowners, 
approximately one quarter possesses forest land (N=87), of which the majority is forest-farmer (N=58; 
67%) and a minority exclusively forester (N=29; 33%). 
 
Ways of obtaining forests 
Forests can either be planted by their owners or purchased or inherited from others. In the traditional 
forest area of Ede, the main way by which landowners obtained their forests is by purchasing (56%) and 
inheritance (38%); only in 31% of the cases the forests are planted by the owner28. This is not the case 
in Stadskanaal, where in 90% of the cases, the owners planted the trees themselves. Purchasing and 
inheritance constitute, each, 5% of the cases in the recently afforested area of Stadskanaal. The 
greatest difference between both locations pertains to those who purchased their forest, being three 
times higher in Stadskanaal than in Ede. Forest-farmers in Ede mention mostly more than one option, 
 
28 See also Appendix 4, Table 27. Note that because respondent might tick more than one of the three possible 
answers, percentages can add more than 100%.  
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whereas those in Stadskanaal give only one answer. None of the foresters in Stadskanaal mentioned 
inheritance as a reason and none of the forest-farmers in the same area mentioned purchase. 
 
Attachmen  to own forest t
 
Different work conditions, and decisions on behalf forests, such as afforestation or not, or ceding a 
forest or not, may have effects on the psychological relationship a landowner has with his, or her, forest. 
In section 2.3.1 we have presented the level of attachment to the local forests of landowners in both 
case study areas. There, we saw that attachment to forests in the area was higher among the 
landowners in the traditional area Ede (4.0) than among landowners in Stadskanaal (3.4) (highly 
detached = 1 and highly attached = 5). If we exclude the farmers of the group of landowners, we can 
see that there is no difference at the case study area level for the attachment to the forests present in 
the area at large (Table 2.4.6). 
 
The attachment increases in both case study areas when forest landowners and forest and farm 
landowners are asked for the attachment to their own forests. It is remarkable that there is no difference 
in attachment between the subgroups of landowners in Ede, whereas the group of forest-farmers in 
Stadskanaal seem to be less attached than the group of pure foresters (this observation cannot 
statically be verified, partly due to the low numbers within some forest owners subgroups).  
 
 
Table 2.4.6 Level of attachment of forest landowners to the forests of the area and their own forests (1=strongly 
detached, 3=neutral 5= strongly attached) 
 Ede Stadskanaal 
 Local forests Own forests Local forests Own forests 
Forester 4.2 4.8 4.2 4.8 
Forest-farmer 4.1 4.9 4.1 4.3 
Forests in area: not significant; Own forests not significant 
 
 
Objectives in forest management 
 
Much has been written in international literatures about the variety of functions that forests can provide 
for society. It is useful to consider, therefore, the importance of different forest functions to forest 
owners in their management objectives. Forest owners were asked in the survey to indicate the level of 
importance which they attribute towards 9 various management objectives, the results of which are 
depicted in Figure 2.4.4 below. 
 
The most important objectives in forest management are the ones that are related to the environment 
and landscape29. It should be noted that these objectives are for a large part an expression of the official 
policies put upon the landowners from external sources. The economy related objectives, such as 
income from wood or non-timber goods and services, are relatively unimportant. In general, the forest 
owners of Stadskanaal more often mention a variety of objectives, compared with the owners of Ede. 
Especially, the economic motives are mentioned more frequently as well as the creation of a nice place 
for recreation. The forest owners of Ede, however, refer more frequently to personal hunting 
possibilities. 
                                                   
29 There are no significant differences between both areas, except for ‘natural resource protection’ (eta2 =0.08*). 
Next, there are no significant differences between farmers and forest-farmers. See also Appendix 4, Table 29. 
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Figure 2.4 4: Forest owner objectives (N=72; not weighted; 1=no impor ance, 2=somewhat importance, 
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If we try, again, to get insight in the underlying dimensions of the stated objectives, using factor 
analysis, three groups of correlated objectives emerge, which explained 65% of the variance in the 
objectives’ items (Appendix 6, Table 4): 
‘Landscape and Environment’ objectives: to this factor contributed particularly enhancing landscape 
scenery, but also natural resource protection and contributing to biodiversity; 
‘Owner-centred’ objectives: to this factor contributed income from wood, timber for own 
use/organisation, income non-timber goods, and services and possibilities for own hunting. To 
create an asset for next generations, however, is also important; 
‘Other-centred’ objectives: to this factor contributed nice place for recreation, and, negatively, 
possibilities of hunting for myself.  
The ‘landscape and environment’ objectives is in general the most important (in between somewhat and 
high importance) followed by the ‘other-centred’ objectives (somewhat importance). The ‘owner-centred’ 
objectives, which are more directed towards economic profit, is the least important (in between no and 
somewhat importance. Foresters of Stadskanaal are more ‘landscape and environment’ and less ‘other-
centred’ minded than foresters of Ede. 
 
Cluster analysis on the factor scores of the previously mentioned factor analysis, further, resulted in a 
differentiation of four objectives groups among forest owners (Table 2.4.7): 
‘Aesthe ics’ forest owners (N=26, 40%): this group manages the forest especially to enhance the 
landscape. Nature is important as well. Other-centred objectives are slightly important as well, 
though not central in management. 
‘Accessible Nature’ forest owners (N=19, 30%): this group attaches highest significance to nature 
protection objectives and somewhat less to recreational objectives. 
‘Multifunctional’ forest owners (N=11, 17%): this group thinks that ecological and recreational 
objectives are of high importance and owner-centred objectives of somewhat importance. 
‘Own nature’ forest owners (N=8; 13%): these owners value both ecological and hunting objectives 
equally high. Landscape and income from wood production are important as well. 
 
Apparently, no forest owner supported forest management for purely economic reasons. Further, the 
large group of aesthetics-directed forest owners stands out, particularly for those in Stadskanaal. Next, 
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a large group of forest owners in Ede manages the forest to be accessible and natural. This group is 
much smaller in Stadskanaal. Foresters belong more often to this group than forest-farmers do. The 
reverse is true for ‘own nature’ foresters: foresters who have also farming land more often belong to this 
group. The low numbers of respondents in the cells, on the other hand, do not warrant strict statistical 
testing of differences. 
 
 
Table 2.4.7  Forest owner objec ives groups (%, N=64) : t
 Ede Stadskanaal Foresters Forest-farmers 
1 ‘Aesthetics’ 30 58 42 41 
2 ‘Accessible Nature’ 35 21 37 26 
3 ‘Multifunctional’ 17 17 16 15 
4 ‘Own Nature’ 18 4 5 18 
Areas: not significant  Landowners: not significant;  
 
 
There is a strong relation between the size of ownership and the management objectives. If people own 
less than 25 ha, they manage for aesthetic or accessible nature reason, if people own more than 25 ha, 
they manage mostly multifunctional but also for accessible and/or own nature purposes. They don’t 
manage only for aesthetic reasons. 
 
 
2.4.5 Conclusions 
 
In this study, most landowners are farmers, a smaller group consists of forest-farmers and less than 
10% of the owners is purely forester. Farmers in Ede deal mainly with intensive stock farming on small 
properties, whereas Stadskanaal deals mainly with crop farming on fairly large properties. The foresters 
with only forest land have small properties, whereas the forest-farmers have large properties. In Ede, the 
group of forest-farmers is dominated by large nature organisations. Landowners are hardly involved in 
other types of enterprises on their land (e.g. camping). 
 
The level of personal involvement of owners in their land management is high: they manage their land 
themselves or with help of family/staff, the foresters more than the farmers. The organisational context, 
on the other hand, within which landowners communicate about their professional experiences differs for 
the areas; the percentage of farm landowners associated with a farming organisation is twice as large in 
the recently afforested area of Stadskanaal as in the traditional forest area of Ede. The association with 
forestry organisations, on the other hand, is generally very low. 
 
Considering the future perspectives of farmers for their properties, it turns out that those in Stadskanaal 
are more optimistic than their colleagues in Ede are. It appears that those who have combined forest-
farming practices are expecting slightly more decline than pure farmers are. The larger the property, the 
more optimistic farmers are. Most farmers, regardless of future prospects, still want to obtain more 
land, either by buying or by renting. The farmers that foresee decline own mostly small properties and 
are much more likely to sell land. Afforestation or allowing land to return to nature is not highly 
considered by Dutch farmers (less than 10% is considering one of these options) as it is not financially 
attractive enough, there is enough forest in the locality already (particularly mentioned in Ede). The fact 
that the land is too productive is the second mentioned reason in Stadskanaal. Farm landowners with 
less than 5 ha or more than 100 ha are more likely to plant forests and allow some land to return to 
nature. 
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The main way by which forest landowners in Ede obtained their forests is by purchasing and inheritance, 
whereas in Stadskanaal almost all forests were planted by their owners. While, previously, the 
attachment to local forests appeared to be relatively higher among all landowners in Ede than in 
Stadskanaal, forest landowners show no difference in attachment to the forests in the area and to the 
forests that are owned by the respondent himself or herself. Forestry activities in the Netherlands are, 
as elsewhere, increasingly decided upon by general state policies. This has effects on the management 
objectives landowners put forward for the management of their forests. The most important objectives 
mentioned by the landowners are the ones that are related to landscape and environment. The economic 
oriented owner-centred objectives, such as income from wood or non-timber goods and services, are 
relatively unimportant. Other-centred objectives, i.e. recreation and possibilities for hunting by other 
people, are of somewhat importance. Foresters of Stadskanaal are more ‘landscape and environment’ 
and less ‘other-centred’ minded than foresters of Ede. If forest owners are grouped on their 
management objectives four groups emerge. The largest group (40%) is the ‘aesthetics’ forest owners, 
who manage their forest mainly for landscape and nature reasons. Next, ‘accessible nature’ forest 
owners (30%) can be distinghuised; this group attaches highest significance to nature protection and 
recreation. A third group is the ‘multifunctional’ forest owners (17%); these owners cover the same 
objectives as the former group as well as partly the more economic objectives. The final group is the 
‘own nature’ forest owners (17%), which value both ecological and hunting objectives equally high and 
landscape and income from wood production to some extent. The large group of aesthetics-directed 
forest owners is remarkable, particularly for those in Stadskanaal. In Ede, the group of accessible 
nature-directed forest owners is relatively high. Foresters belong more often to this group than forest-
farmers do. Farm-foresters manage their forest relatively more often in their own interest (‘own nature’). 
The bigger the property, the less forest landowners manage their forest for aesthetic reasons and the 
more their management is directed towards multiple functions. 
 
 
2.5 Forest policies and programmes 
 
2.5.1 Forest and land use policies and regulations 
 
Opinions of community inhabitants and landowners  
 
In this section, several issues with respect to forest and land use policy will be discussed. The question 
is, roughly, to what extent people feel they are taken seriously by policy makers, when decisions are 
made on public issues, with possibly far-reaching effects for the environmental image, and other 
development aspects of their rural areas, such as afforestation in traditional farming areas, or building 
of settlements in traditional forested or farming areas. First, a set of statements with respect to forest 
and land use policies and regulations has been presented to the respondents. In Table 2.5.1 the mean 
score of each target group is presented. For the first three items the differences between the case 
study areas are more meaningful than the differences between both target groups30. For the last three 
items it is the other way round: the opinions of the target groups differ more than the opinions of the 
people in the two case study areas. 
 
 
                                                   
30 These are the results of a univariate analysis for each statement (General Lineair Modelling). The statistical results 
for the difference in target groups per area are as follows: consultation: eta2=0.02***, respect Forest Service: 
eta2=0.03***, trusted: eta2=0.08*, involvement: eta2=0.25***, environmental rules: eta2=0.08*, pressure Forest 
Service: eta2=0.04***. 
 108 
Table 2.5.1  Attitudes on forest and landuse policies and regulations (1= strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree; N = 
between 816 and 832) 
:  
 Ede Stadskanaal 
 Inhabitants Owners Inhabitants Owners 
Forests are planted/managed in this locality with proper 
consultation with local people 
2.7 2.6 2.9 2.9 
The Forest Service have a lot of respect for the wishes of 
local communities regarding the planting and management of 
forests 
2.6 2.7 2.9 3.0 
The local County Council cannot be trusted regarding land 
use policies for this area 
3.3 3.5 2.8 3.0 
People who do not own land should still be involved in 
decision making regarding the use of land 
3.7 2.5 3.8 2.7 
There should be very strict environmental rules on planting 
and management of new forests 
3.3 2.7 3.4 2.8 
There is too much pressure from the Forest Service to 
develop and manage forests in this locality 
2.8 3.1 2.7 3.0 
 
 
Case study areas: Ede and Stadskanaal 
 
In general, the people in Ede feel more distrust towards authorities than the people of Stadskanaal do, 
because of the way they deal with local people in land use planning and management processes. The 
latter, however, are less satisfied with the consultation of local people in the management of local 
forests. Further, more than 40% of the informants in Ede (strongly) disagree with the statement that the 
Forest Service would have a lot of respect for the wishes of local communities, while only a group of 
25% of the informants of Stadskanaal do so. Initially, it was expected that the people of Stadskanaal 
would be more negative on this matter, as there were signs that the plantation of forests is rather 
controversial. The results show that this expectation can not be verified.  
 
Moreover, it becomes evident that trust in the Local County Council regarding land use policies differs 
for the areas. Almost half of the Ede sample agrees with this statement, while only one quarter of the 
Stadskanaal respondents does. Landowners in Ede, also, agree more with this statement than 
community inhabitants do. The present land use policies of Ede with respect to the expansion of 
residential areas into the countryside, and the infrastructure plans that cut through nature areas, are 
known to have caused a lot of commotion among the residents in Ede. It is highly likely that the negative 
attitudes of the people in Ede towards the local County Council and its policy making, as expressed in 
this survey, are related to these recent development issues. 
 
Target groups: community inhabitants and landowners 
 
It is logical that community inhabitants and landowners have diverging ideas about the involvement of 
people in land use decision making who do not own any land. It can be concluded that half of the 
landowners do not agree with this option, whereas the general opinion among community inhabitants 
(75%) is that non-landowners should be involved. A high discrepancy between the opinions of landowners 
and community inhabitants can be observed concerning environmental rules on planting and 
management of new forests. Community inhabitants are more much more in favour of strict regulations 
(45%) than landowners are (25%). It is, in this respect, not surprising that landowners feel more 
unwarranted pressure from the Forest Service than community inhabitants do. 
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Forest and landuse policy dimensions in relation to opinions on local forest quality 
 
Out of a factoranalysis the following dimensions appear (Appendix 6, Table 5): 
• 
• 
• t
• 
• 
• 
                                                  
local voice: local people are consulted and feel respected by people who are responsible for the 
planting and management of forests. There is no distrust among local people; 
control: people want to be involved in decisions about future landuse in the locality as well as more 
control over planting and management of forests, e.g. by environmental rules; 
anti-au hority: people feel pressurised by the forest development plans and therefore distrust local 
authorities and the Forest Service. 
 
It can be expected that the opinions of people with respect to above dimensions are related to the local 
forest quality dimensions. Statistical tests show that: 
Forests are beneficial. The more positive people are about the local forests, the more they are 
strongly in favour of control. The same is true, though to a smaller extent, for local voice. The more 
positive, the less they perceive an authoritarian government and Forest Service. The opinion that (i) 
forests improve the attractiveness of living in the locality, (ii) they provide good employment and 
incomes, and (iii) they contribute significantly to biodiversity especially influence this correlation. It 
should be noted that forest landowners share these opinions of the general public31. 
Forests are harmful. The more negative people are about the local forests, the more strongly they 
are against authoritarian practices. It is remarkable to observe that at the same time they think the 
local voice is well respected and they are against control (no involvement and no rules). The people 
responsible for this relation –forest owners and liberal thinking non-owning people- do not want to be 
supervised, neither by local authorities, by rules and legislation nor by local inhabitants. The farmers 
do not share this opinion. The latter group disagrees with the notion that the local voice is well 
represented and has a strong negative attitude towards the involvement of non-landowners. Both 
foresters and farmers share their strong anti-authority attitudes32. 
Forests have nothing to offer. The same is true, though less pronounced, for those people who think 
forests have nothing to offer. This correlation is especially motivated by the feeling that forests are 
a threat for other landuse activities, the forests are here against the wishes of local people and that 
they deteriorate the beauty of the landscape. 
 
Opinions of landowner groups 
 
When focusing on landowners in particular, differences between opinions of foresters, farmers or 
combined forest-farmers can be expected. However, it appears that the locality is much more 
determinative in the beliefs of landowners than their land use activities33. Thus, as has been mentioned 
already earlier, the landowners of Ede are more reserved with respect to local involvement than the 
landowners in Stadskanaal. Besides, the landowners of the traditional forest area are much more 
suspicious towards the municipality and/or the local Forest Service than the landowners in the 
afforestation area. One should remember this while interpreting the different opinions of the landowner 
groups.  
 
It is striking that, of the three landowner groups in Ede, the pure foresters have the most negative 
attitudes towards the involvement of non-owners in land use decision making, whereas the foresters in 
 
31 All respondents: Pearson correlation: control 0.34***, local voice 0.13***, anti-authority –0.13***. 
32 All respondents: Pearson correlation: control -0.18***, local voice 0.19***, anti-authority –0.38***. Foresters: 
Pearson correlation: control not significant, local voice 0.25*, anti-authority 0.42***. Farmers: Pearson correlation: 
control -0.19**, local voice not significant, anti-authority 0.42***. 
33 These are the results of a univariate analysis for each statement (General Lineair Modelling). 
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Stadskanaal tend to be slightly positive towards this issue34. Figure 2.5.1 shows that the discrepancy 
with both inhabitants groups is bigger in Ede than in Stadskanaal. With respect to the second statement 
it can be observed that forest-farmers and farmers, especially the ones of Ede, distrust the local County 
Council relatively most. Once again, an exception has to be made for the forest-farmers of Stadskanaal, 
who give evidence of trust in the local authorities (equal to the foresters). Figure 2.5.1 displays that the 
distrust in Ede is stronger than in Stadskanaal, irrespective of inhabitants of landowners. 
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Figure 2.5.1: A titudes on fores  and land use policies and regulations (1=strongly disagree, 3=neutral, 
5=strongly agree; N=816) 
t t
                                                  
 
 
2.5.2 Financial support of land use practices 
 
Opinions of community inhabitants and landowners 
 
Grants and subsidies are important means to stimulate afforestation, and management of existing 
forests. On the other hand, these financial measures are also used to stimulate agriculture. The 
respondents have been asked to qualify five purposes for the provision of grants and subsidies: farming 
practices, enhancement of landscape, planting of trees, management and protection of existing forests, 
and finally, the accessibility of forests for recreation. Figure 2.5.2 exhibits the results (see Appendix 4, 
Table 16a).  
 
As a first rule, one can observe that most respondents agree with the distribution of grants and 
subsidies to landowners for both farming and forestry activities. The far most endorsed purpose is 
landscape enhancement (86% agreement). Although the other four purposes are less and more or less 
equally endorsed, management and protection of forests gets the highest support (62%) followed by 
recreation (57%). 
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34 See Appendix 4, Table 15b. 
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Figure2.5.2: Opinions with respect to grants and subsidies (% agreement; N=836) 
 
 
Opinions of inhabitants and landowners can differ. It can be concluded that, as soon as things are asked 
of farmers that have nothing to do with their core business, like landscape enhancement and creation of 
recreation opportunities, both community inhabitants and landowners think the provision of grants and 
subsidies is reasonable, and there is hardly any difference in opinion between both target groups. This 
holds, further, regardless of area. The similarities in ideas decrease, however, when forestry is 
concerned, and when the issue is either the management/protection of forests or the planting of trees. 
Self-evidently, landowners agree more on both these issues than community inhabitants, but inhabitants 
in Ede agree more with regard to management and protection than to planting of trees.  
 
The opinions get most dissimilar with regard to financial support for farming activities, when landowners 
in Stadskanaal turn out to be much more in favour of supporting farming enterprises in general than all 
other groups in both areas. Inhabitants of Ede are least supportive (though still more than 50%). It 
seems that inhabitants in Ede express their negative attitude towards the existing intensive cattle-
farming practices, while Stadskanaal landowners express their concern for decreasing profits of crop 
farming. 
 
Opinions of landowner groups 
 
The extent to which the three different landowners groups diverge in opinion has also been analysed. 
Two conclusions are important35. First, the landowners of Ede are less in favour of any financial support 
than the landowners of Stadskanaal are. Secondly, on all items it is the foresters who agree least, 
followed by farmers, and forest-farmers; the latter agree most. Both effects might be caused by the fact 
that landowners of Stadskanaal in particular, as well as forest-farmers –and to a smaller extent farmers- 
in general are more used to, or more dependent on, the existence of grants and subsidies than the 
others are. There is one exception for the last remark: farmers are most in favour of financial support 
for farming activities. It should be noted that the farmers in Stadskanaal especially argue this. It is 
remarkable that the Ede foresters do not encourage any financial measure. This might be the cause of 
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35 These are the results of a univariate analysis for each statement (General Lineair Modelling). See also Appendix 4, 
Table 16b. 
being a small entrepreneur for which it is hard to make a living and therefore feeling unfair competition 
with farmers and the large nature organisations. 
 
 
2.5.3 Future land use: relation agriculture - forestry 
 
Afforestation usually takes place on former agriculture parcels. The fact that farming activities are 
replaced by forestry activities is not considered as obvious by a lot of people. Therefore, the landowners 
have been asked to judge a number of statements concerning the interaction between farming and 
forestry as forms of land use (Figure 2.5.3). In general, the landowners in Stadskanaal have the greatest 
problems with the replacement of farming land by forested land. They tend to disagree more on the 
proposed statements than the landowners of Ede do. Besides, farmers are more reluctant than 
landowners with (also) forestry practices to accept this change. 
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Figure 2.5 3: A titudes on the relation agriculture and forestry (% agreement, N=between 264 and 289) . t  
 
 
In Figure 2.5.3, a strong pattern can be recognised for the first pair and second pair of statements. 
Considering the first pair of statements (‘conflicting land uses’ and ‘unfair competition’), it can be seen 
that in both areas farmers are more inclined to agree than forest owners are. Furthermore, the 
landowner groups in Ede are more inclined to agree than their counterparts in Stadskanaal. Forestry and 
agriculture are especially regarded as conflicting land uses in Ede, therefore. In contrast to the general 
opinion of those landowners who have forested land, half of the landowners with only farmlands believe 
that providing grants to forestry leads to an unfair competition with agriculture. This feeling is stronger 
among farmers in Ede, where 71% of the farmers believe forestry grants create an unfair competition. 
The group believing most strongly that agriculture and forestry are conflicting land uses is the group of 
farmers in Stadskanaal (58%). This opinion is shared by 39% of the farmers in Ede. In contrast to this 
group, forest landowners in general (81% of forest landowners in Ede and 67% in Stadskanaal) believe 
both practices are not conflicting.  
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Dealing with the second pair (plant fertile land with forests’ and ‘more forests if agriculture looses 
importance’), a much higher proportion of forest owners in both areas agree compared to farmers. Two 
thirds of the landowners disagree with the statement that it is acceptable to plant fertile farmland with 
forests. However, landowners of the afforestation area Stadskanaal disagree significantly less than 
landowners of Ede do. Further, people with forest land agree significantly more often than people 
without forest land. In Stadskanaal, almost all foresters and forest-farmers are in favour of the 
development of more forests, if agriculture loses importance (about 80% agrees). In contrast, the 
number of these groups of landowners agreeing in Ede is about 55%. It is striking that the farmers of 
Stadskanaal disprove of it considerably more frequently, compared to the other local landowner groups. 
 
 
2.5.4 Regulations for planting and management of local forests 
 
Grants and regulations for forestry 
 
In addition to the four statements dealt with immediately above, four other statements concerning 
forestry grants and regulations were considered by the respondents. The level of agreement with each 
of the statements is depicted in Figure 2.5.4 below. While landowners have a very strong feeling on the 
basic dependency of afforestation on grants and subsidies, they are also very reluctant to express 
themselves as regards the regulations associated with it. On the average, 40% of the landowners 
preferred to tick the ‘I do not know’ option36. Except for the first statement, there are no significant 
differences between case study areas and landowner groups.  
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There is a common belief that there would be no afforestation without grants or subsidies. This means 
that the planting of new forests is perceived by landowners to be highly dependent on the availability of 
grants or subsidies. Landowners in general in the afforestation area of Stadskanaal, as well as farmers 
in Ede, more strongly agree with this proposition than the other landowner groups in Ede do. Most 
landowners think the grants are insufficient to plant or manage forests; foresters in Ede and forest-
 
36 The occurrence of ‘don’t knows’ is high: 57% for process of getting grants is complicated, 53% for too many 
regulations, 49% for grants are sufficient and 15% for no plant if no grants. These were omitted from the reported 
results. See also Appendix 4, Table 22. 
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farmers in Stadskanaal particularly state this. Of course, these landowners have their personal 
experiences with the available grant systems; on the other hand, if you depend largely on grants and 
subsidies for your income, stating the insufficiency of their size in a study that will be read by the grant 
providers is the obvious thing to do to increase your income. Three quarter of the landowners in both 
areas thinks that the process of getting grants for forestry is too complicated. The foresters feel most 
acquainted with forestry regulations, as on the average 53% judged getting grants for forestry to be too 
complicated. However, this is still a considerable percentage for a group of landowners supposed to be 
‘insiders’. Perhaps, the regulations are not entirely clear indeed, or too much dependent on decisions 
that are not in the hands of the owner; they also often change. Moreover, almost all landowners think 
that there are too many regulations. Only the foresters of Stadskanaal are not that strongly convinced 
on this issue. This is logical, as they have, after all, apparently found the way through the labyrinth. 
 
Schemes for afforestation  opinions of farmers  :
 
The European Commission promotes the afforestation of arable land for two reasons: (i) to control 
agriculture production and to encourage development of forestry activities on farms, and (ii) to improve 
existing woodland farms, in order to improve the incomes of persons employed by farming (EEC, 1992). 
An important instrument to promote afforestation on agricultural land at a European level is the EC 
regulation 2080/92 instituting a scheme for forestry measures in agriculture. Each country has 
translated this scheme into national policy and regulations. 
 
The landowners with farming land who did not plant any forests have been asked whether they know that 
schemes exist that encourage tree planting on farmland. In principle, those forest owners who did not 
plant their forests themselves could answer this question. It turned out that only about one third of the 
forest-farmers did answer this question. Two thirds of the landowners with agriculture land does indeed 
know that those schemes exist. The landowners in Stadskanaal are more aware of it than the 
landowners in Ede (76% and 52%, respectively). The same group of landowners does not seem to be 
very interested to be involved in it: 11% in Ede and 18% in Stadskanaal. The fact that 90% of the 
landowners who are aware of the schemes is not interested in it proves its low attractiveness. 
 
So, if afforestation policies are really seriously intended, there is some more work still to be done on 
getting the profits spelled out more clearly and convincingly to those concerned. 
 
 
2.5.5 Conclusions 
 
An important subject in this study is to what extent people feel they are taken seriously by policy makers 
with regards to decisions on influential landuse transformations, such as afforestation or new residential 
areas. The people of Ede dispose relatively negative attitudes towards authorities (distrust, they feel not 
respected or proper consulted), both local as well as sectoral forest ones, whereas the people of 
Stadskanaal are satisfied with it. As it was initially expected that the latter group would be the most 
negative one, as there were signs that afforestation is rather controversial, this happened to be untrue. 
Apparently, authorities in Stadskanaal take the local voice seriously, while this is not the case in Ede. 
The scale of transformations might influence the attitudes: in Ede continuously new large residential 
areas are being built, whereas the afforestation in Stadskanaal is relatively small and at a low pace. 
 
Next, it is logical that community inhabitants are more in favour than landowners of broad public 
involvement in land use decision making and strict environmental regulations on planting and 
management of forests. It is, further, also to be expected that those landowners who are most singularly 
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affected by strict regulations reject them more than others. In both study areas the forest-farmers are 
the most positive ones as regards public involvement, while the pure foresters disagree most with the 
establishment of strict environmental rules on planting and management of new forests. 
 
The more positive people are about the local forests, the more they are strongly in favour of strict 
involvement and respect for the local voice. The more negative people are about the local forests, the 
more strongly they are against authoritarian practices. It is at least remarkable to see that at the same 
time they are inclined to say that the local voice is respected and at the same time they are against 
control. 
 
When it comes to public financing of private landuse, one can observe that most respondents agree with 
the provision of grants and subsidies to landowners for both farming and forestry activities. Particularly, 
when things are being asked of farmers that have nothing to do with their core business, like landscape 
enhancement and creation of recreation opportunities. There is an equal high support for private 
landowners to manage/protect their forests and plant trees. In general, landowners are always more 
supportive than inhabitants are. It turns out that of all landowner groups the foresters agree least on all 
statements, followed by farmers, and then by forest-farmers; forestry activities are known to depend 
more on non-market financing than farming, and those who have shifted in part from farming to forestry 
may feel this dependency most strongly. 
 
In line with this reasoning is the fact that farmers –more than foresters- express negative attitudes 
towards forestry as they think they are conflicting landuses, that providing grants to forestry leads to an 
unfair competition with agriculture and that farming as a landuse is of more value to the society (e.g. 
unacceptable to plant fertile land with forest). Only in Stadskanaal the great majority foresters and 
forest-farmers are in favour of the development of more forests if agriculture loses importance. This is a 
big contrast to the opinions of farmers of Stadskanaal and landowners of Ede.  
 
Fully in line with the above, again, is the fact that there is a general belief in the whole study group that 
there would be no afforestation without grants or subsidies. Landowners in general in the afforestation 
area of Stadskanaal, as well as farmers in particular in Ede, more strongly agree with this proposition 
than the other landowner groups in Ede. Questions that focussed more in detail on the grant system are 
only answered by half of the landowners. They knew too little about it. Landowners that did answer these 
questions think the grants are insufficient, the process of getting grants too complicated and there are 
too many regulations.  
 
There is a fairly high awareness among landowners with farming land about existing schemes that 
encourage tree planting on farmland: two thirds of Stadskanaal’ and half of the Ede’ farming landowners 
knows that those schemes exist. In line with the scepticism as to grants and subsidies regulations as 
revealed above, however, the same group of landowners does not appear to be much interested to 
become involved in it. So, if afforestation policies are really seriously intended, there is some more work 
to be done on getting the profits spelled out more clearly and convincingly to those concerned. 
 
 
2.6 The future of the area and the role of forests in it 
 
2.6.1 Preferable future for the area 
 
Rural development is about possible future perspectives for rural areas. However, the ways in which a 
rural locality should develop is highly dependent on the commitment of the people who have an interest 
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in it. There exists no single future concept: therefor, rural development is a contested subject. The 
residents of Ede and Stadskanaal have been asked what kind of future they prefer for their locality. They 
could tick at maximum three future alternatives out of eleven options. Results of this investigation are 
presented in Figure 2.6.1 below. We can observe strong differences between both areas, as well as 
between both target groups. 
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Figure 2.6.1: Desired future for the locality (% who ticked alternative, N=845) 
 
 
The question of the most preferred future divides the two areas (see also Appendix 4, Table 6). The 
generation of employment plays a major role in Stadskanaal, as 59% of the residents mention this 
option, whereas in Ede it is only mentioned by 26% of the residents. Secondly, the high environmental 
awareness that exists among the respondents of Ede needs to be emphasised. More than 45% of the 
respondents wishes for the future in their locality an increase in the amount of nature and wildlife areas, 
in organic farming and in the scenic beauty of landscape. In Stadskanaal people these options are less 
important, except for the option ‘nature and wildlife areas’ (38%). They also have a strong wish for an 
increase in the amount of forests (41%). 
 
Apart from the already mentioned greater emphasis on economic prospects and smaller emphasis on 
environmental prospects in Stadskanaal than in Ede, people in Stadskanaal, more than respondents in 
Ede, also desire an increase industrial activities and visiting tourists. 
 
In a previous point related to forest threats, we already mentioned that urban development is considered 
as one of the biggest threats for the local forests. This can be corroborated by the fact that only a small 
portion of the respondents prefers a future increase of built-up areas in their locality. 
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 There appears, thus, to be a particular concern in Stadskanaal for a future, which provides more 
economic prosperity in combination with areas with, forests, nature and wildlife. In Ede, on the other 
hand, people are, more than those in Stadskanaal, rather concerned with organic farming, the amount of 
nature and wildlife areas and landscape beauty. It appears that Ede is particularly focused on an 
environmental friendly future.  
 
The ideas of landowners and community inhabitants with respect to the preferred future diverge 
sometimes considerably. In both case study areas, the community inhabitants’ wish for an increase in 
the amount of forests is much bigger than the landowners’ wish. The inhabitants in Stadskanaal 
especially express this. Most inhabitants in Ede, on the contrary, require just an increase in the amount 
of nature and wildlife areas, whereas this is expressed by only one third of the landowners. In both 
areas, however, the landowners demand, quite in excess of inhabitants, an increase in intensive factory 
farming. 
 
Some issues are stressed by only one target group in one particular area. Relatively many landowners in 
Ede ask for strong bonds and friendship with neighbours. Apparently, developments in Ede have so far 
negatively affected the, typically rural, traditional community structure. Community inhabitants in Ede, on 
the other hand, appear as newly bred city dwellers to worry more about the availability of services than 
landowners do. 
 
Again, a special statistical analysis can more clearly illuminate the pattern of this complex picture of 
target groups’ and areas’ wishes. Three groups of preferred future perspectives have been created by a 
hierarchical cluster analysis (in between brackets the possible connection with the ‘discourse’ issue as 
discussed by Elands and Wiersum, 2001): 
• 
• r
• 
Nature development (hedonistic discourse). A group of people (43%) who prefer an increase in the 
amount of nature and wildlife areas, in the amount of forests and an increase in the scenic beauty of 
landscape. Some respondents also mention an increase in organic farming.  
Organic Rurality development (agra ian discourse). A group of residents (31%) emphasising an 
increase in employment opportunities, organic farming and strength of bond & friendship with 
neighbours. Some respondents also mention an increase in the availability of services. 
Economic development (utilitarian discourse). These people (26%) prefer an increase in employment 
opportunities, industrial activities and visiting tourists. Some of them demand an increase in the 
availability of services and built-up areas as well. 
 
The people adhering to the nature development discourse have the most postmaterialists and individual 
values, whereas the ones who adhere the economic development discourse have the most materialistic 
values and are tending towards traditional values. People belonging to the organic-rurality development 
discourse are more postmaterialistic than their economic counterparts, but equally traditional in their 
values. 
 
 
Table 2.6.1: Most preferable future in order of decreasing importance (% that ticked option)  
 Ede Stadskanaal 
Preferred future for the area Inhabitants Landowners Inhabitants Landowners 
Nature development 55 38 42 30 
Organic-rurality development 32 40 27 27 
Economic development 12 22 31 43 
Cramer’s V=0 19 *** . N=243 N=149 N=257 N=176 
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Generally of course, Table 2.6.1 confirms the picture we have described above. It is, however, even 
more clear, now, that the three basic issues -nature development, organic rurality development, and 
economic development- both unite, and divide, target groups and areas. Whereas the quest for nature 
development unites both areas, they are yet divided by some 10% difference, with Ede -particularly 
inhabitants- wishing it more than Stadskanaal -landowners there least, numbering half of the size of Ede 
inhabitant group. On the other hand, it is economic development that divides both areas, and target 
groups within the areas. Stadskanaal puts more emphasis on it -particularly the landowners-, while Ede 
shows a meagre support of it -inhabitants in particular, numbering less than a third of Stadskanaal 
landowners. While organic rurality development attracts generally slightly more supporters from Ede 
than from Stadskanaal -almost 10% difference- only the landowners in Ede put particular stress on this 
issue. 
 
 
2.6.2 The role of forests in the future of the area 
 
Forest functions 
 
Next to the question what kind of future people would prefer for the locality, respondents were asked to 
indicate which benefits of the forests should be given priority in that future. As expected, the protection 
and conservation functions of forests as natural resources are given high priority (Table 2.6.2).  
 
 
Table 2.6.2: Preferred future unction for the forests in o der of decreasing importance (1= low priority, 2=medium 
priority, 3=high priority)  
f r
 Ede Stadskanaal 
Preferred function for the forest Inhabitants Owners Inhabitants Owners 
Protection of air water and soil 2.8 2.4 2.7 2.3 
Nature conservation 2.7 2.2 2.6 2.0 
Providing attractive landscape 2.6 2.2 2.5 2.2 
Recreation for local people 2.1 1.8 2.3 1.9 
Business activities 1.4 1.5 2.0 1.9 
Note: the respondents who said ‘I don’t know’ have been excluded. On average 2% of them have used this option, 
except for ‘business activities’, 6% of the responden s have used this option.  t
 
 
Landscape is another potential benefit provided by the forests that, according to the residents of both 
Ede and Stadskanaal, should be given high priority. It is in line with the above that community inhabitants 
value these three aspects higher (on the average 2.7) than landowners do (on the average 2.2). Medium 
priority is generally given to provision of recreation opportunities and moderate priority to business 
activities. The latter function is the only one on which landowners do not differ from community 
inhabitants. The people in Ede are slightly more in favour of the environmental function of the forests 
than the people in Stadskanaal, while the reverse is true for recreation and making profits out of the 
forests. 
 
The differences within landowner groups are not so strong. Landowners who only own forest score high 
on the environmental and recreation functions of the forests, whereas the forest-farmers think the 
landscape benefits produced by should be given priority in the future. The farmers in Stadskanaal strive 
for a more commercial future of the forests in their locality; the business activities are relatively 
important to them. 
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The role of forests in discourses on rural development 
 
The perspectives in Ede and Stadskanaal wish for the future of their locality are connected to the 
priorities they give to forest functions. In the following section the discourses are analysed in relation to 
forest functions, attitudes on local forest quality dimensions and on forest and landuse policy 
dimensions. 
 
People in favour of the na ure development discourse give the landscape and environmental functions 
high priority, and attribute moderate priority to the economic function. This group is the most positive 
about the contribution of forests to the local quality of life and disagrees strongly with the fact that 
forests could be harmful as well. Three quarters of them belong to the forest opinion groups ‘positive 
realists’ and ‘enthusiasts’. This group is most explicit in its wish to control local planning processes and 
establish clear rules. 
t
 
The opposite holds for the economic development discourse, although this group still assesses the 
other functions as important. They think business activities should be of somewhat importance. They 
tend to be neutral towards the benefits of forests as well as the harmfulness of forests. Half of them 
belong the forest opinion groups ‘positive realists’ and ‘enthusiasts’ and the other half to the 
‘adversaries’ and ‘sceptics’. These people have an anti-authoritarian attitude. At the same time they are 
of the opinion that the voice of the local community is well represented. Moreover, they are not in favour 
of control. These people are against any influence that limits their freedom of acting. 
 
The organic-rurality development discourse is somewhere in the middle of the other two discourses, not 
so explicit tending to one or the other side. They prioritise both environmental, aesthetics as well as 
economic functions of the forests. They are less positive about the benefits of the forests than the 
supporters of the nature development discourse, but more positive than the economic development 
discourse followers. Almost half belong to the ‘positive realists’ group, although still 8% pertain to the 
‘adversaries’. People do not think that the local voice is heard enough in planning and management 
practices. They show some distrust towards authorities as well. 
 
 
2.6.3 Conclusions 
 
Rural development is about possible future perspectives for rural areas. Environmental issues, as a 
result from an increasing anti-development attitude, play an important role in the preferred future for 
Ede. In Stadskanaal, on the contrary, economic prosperity plays an important role. There are no big 
differences between inhabitants and landowners’ future wishes, except for the first group wishes more 
nature and forests, whereas the latter one relatively more intensive factory farming. 
 
Three coherent discourses with respect to the desired future of the area could be differentiated: ‘nature 
development’ (more than 40% of the people), ‘organic rurality development’ (some 30%), and ‘economic 
development’ (some 25%). The first group puts stress on nature, wildlife, forest, landscape beauty, and 
a -for some people- organic farming. The second group emphasises employment opportunities, organic 
farming, and strength of bond & friendship with neighbours, while some of them mention the availability 
of services. The last group also accentuates employment opportunities, but beside that also industrial 
activities and visiting tourists. In Ede, the nature development discourse is dominant, while in 
Stadskanaal all discourses are more or less equal. The quest for nature development unites both areas, 
but also divides them by a slight difference, as Ede -and particularly inhabitants- wish it more than 
Stadskanaal -and landowners there least. On the other hand, it is the wish for economic development 
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that divides both areas, and target groups within the areas. Stadskanaal puts more emphasis on it -
particularly the landowners-, while Ede shows a meagre support of it -inhabitants in particular. While 
organic rurality development attracts, in general, slightly more supporters from Ede than from 
Stadskanaal, only the landowners in Ede put particular stress on this issue. Probably, the latter group 
deplores particularly the disintegration of traditional rural structure -both in social respect, and as far as 
agriculture is concerned. 
 
With respect to the desired forest functions, all respondents give protection, conservation and 
landscape functions of forests high priority. It is in line with the above that people in Ede are more in 
favour of the environmental and aesthetic functions of the forests than people in Stadskanaal, while the 
reverse is true for recreation and business activities. Inhabitants value environmental aspects higher 
than landowners do. 
 
People who support the nature development discourse give the landscape and environmental functions 
of the forests high priority and attribute moderate priority to the economic function. The reverse is more 
or less true (aesthetics and ecology are still very important) for the ones who support the economic 
development discourse. The more positive attitude people have of the local forests the more they 
adhere the nature development discourse. They are also in favour of creating room for expressing local 
voices and strong control with respect to the planting and management of the forests. The less positive 
attitude people have of the local forests the more they adhere the economic development discourse. 
There is a strong relation between the latter discourse and the negative feelings people express with 
respect to the local forests. They are against any influence by local governments or public involvement 
that limits their freedom to move. People expressing the organic-rurality development discourse are in 
the middle of both other discourses located. 
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3. Conclusions 
 
The results of the quantitative survey will now be discussed in light of the key research objective of this 
phase as well as the main overall objective of the project. The objective of the survey is to make a 
“comparative trans-European study of the practices and attitudes of landowners and community 
inhabitants with respect to (a) the role of forests and forestry in rural development, (b) multifunctional 
forestry and (c) to forestry policies and programmes”. In the sections 3.1 until 3.3, these topics will be 
discussed. In these three sections the (dis)similarities in practices and attitudes between (a) landowners 
and community inhabitants, (b) afforestation and traditional forest areas, and (c) types of rural areas will 
be discussed. In the final section, 3.4, we will discuss the main research objective of the project by 
focussing particularly on the question how the results relate to the overall project objective of developing 
criteria for distinguishing regional-specific strategies for multifunctional forestry to serve rural 
development. 
 
 
3.1 The role of forests and forestry in rural development 
 
 
The rural development discourses consists of different elements as discussed in chapter 1, namely the 
conception of the area, the perceived quality of life and problems of the area, and the future 
perspectives for the area. These three elements will be described in this section. 
 
 
Conception of the area 
 
Within the conception of the area three topics will be discussed: identity in general, role of forests, and 
economic importance of forests (see Table 3.1). 
 
Identity in general 
 
Both areas are predominantly considered as rural. Ede has a more varied rural identity than Stadskanaal 
has, as it is associated with nature and wilderness, tourism, business activities, peri-urbanity, and 
agriculture. Stadskanaal is identified with business activities and agriculture. The differences between 
community inhabitants and landowners in both localities are rather explicit with respect to the dominance 
of the agriculture sector: as could be expected, far more landowners than community inhabitants 
acknowledge this as a characteristic of the area. In Ede, inhabitants perceive nature & wilderness and 
tourism more often as being typical for the area than landowners do. 
 
The role of forests in the identity of rural areas 
 
Production forestry is not acknowledged as a major identity feature of both areas. Only the landowners 
of Ede, especially the foresters (33%), think this is an important characteristic. However, the non-
productive forests, in terms of nature & wilderness, are considered to be an important feature of Ede. In 
Stadskanaal, neither production forestry nor nature is dominating the area identity.  
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Table 3.1 Conception of the rural areas Ede and Stadskanaal 
 Ede 
(traditional, rural area with urban 
characteristics) 
Stadskanaal 
(afforestation, diversified rural area) 
Business activities, Agriculture Identity in 
general Nature & wilderness, tourism, urbanity -- 
≠ production forestry 
Identity: forests 
Non-productive forest functions -- 
Economic impor-
tance of forests 
Low Non-existent 
 
 
The economic importance of forests in rural areas 
 
Economic viability is one of the key issues in rural development. The most important activity that is 
perceived as contributing substantially to the local economy is commercial trade. In Ede, the second 
one is tourism, followed directly by farming and industry, whereas in Stadskanaal, industry is considered 
as important as commercial trade and farming is the third important sector. The economic importance 
of the forestry sector is relatively low in both areas, however, in Ede of more importance than in 
Stadskanaal where it is almost non-existent. Foresters and inhabitants of Ede and the foresters of 
Stadskanaal are most positive about it. The same groups value the economic importance of tourism for 
the area higher than the others do. As soon as people appreciate the economic value of forestry, they 
appreciate the economic value of tourism as well. It seems that to these people forests have only 
economic value in relation to tourism purposes. 
 
 
Quality of life / problem of the area 
 
In this section the perceived quality of life and the problems of the rural area will be discussed on the 
basis of the topics: perceived quality of life, perceived problems of the area, the role of forests within 
the problem of the area, the perceived qualities of the local forests, and the distribution of opinions with 
respect to these local forest qualities among the people (see Table 3.2). 
 
The quality of life of rural areas 
 
The quality of life in both areas with respect to the attractive landscape is positively perceived. It is 
remarkable that, although both areas prize the attractiveness of their respective landscapes, forests are 
not considered within this perspective. When the areas are analysed separately, then Ede is especially 
valued for its forests, its richness in nature and wildlife and beautiful landscape scenery, whereas 
Stadskanaal for its rurality (community spirit, tradition, sparse population).  
 
Problems of rural areas 
 
People in Ede are concerned with over-development issues, such as an increase of urban and industrial 
areas, whereas people in Stadskanaal are concerned with weak economy issues, such as employment 
opportunities and income level. 
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Role of forests 
 
In both areas, forests are perceived in relation to development issues, but in a different direction. The 
fact that an area has little to offer with respect to forests, nature and wildlife is –especially in 
Stadskanaal- associated with a weak economy perspective. Apparently, some economic poverty is to 
some extent associated with environmental poverty. As in both areas people do not think that forestry is 
contributing to the local economy, they might consider that a green environment, for which forests are 
largely responsible, is a canvass for housing development and industry. In Ede, people are worried 
about over-development, and especially as they feel that their forests might be sacrificed for new 
residential areas, infrastructure and leisure parks. 
 
 
Table 3.2 Quality of life and problems of the rural areas Ede and Stadskanaal  
 Ede 
(traditional, rural area with urban 
characteristics) 
Stadskanaal 
(afforestation, diversified rural area) 
Very attractive landscape (≠ forests) 
Quality of life 
Forests, nature, wildlife, landscape 
Rurality (tradition, community spirit, sparse 
population) 
Problem Over-development Few employment opportunities 
Role of forests 
Forests are most threatened by (over-) 
development 
Forests are a canvas for housing 
development and industry (jobs) 
Forests can ameliorate the beauty of the 
landscape 
Forest quality 
dimensions 
Forests are beneficial (68% agree), harmful 
(2% agree), 
have nothing to offer (3% agree) 
Forests are beneficial (51% agree), harmful 
(8% agree), 
have nothing to offer (11% agree) 
Forest Opinion 
Groups 
Enthusiasts + Positive Realists = 80% 
Community Inhabitants > Landowners 
Positive Realists + Sceptists = 65% 
Community Inhabitants > Landowners 24% 
Adversaries: deterioration open landscape 
character, conflict agriculture 
 
 
Forest quality dimensions 
 
More specifically, three basic attitudes towards the forests contributing to the locality can be 
distinguished: forests are beneficial, forests are harmful and forests have nothing to offer. In general, 
respondents in both areas agree with the beneficial aspects of forests (economy, landscape, historical 
value, protection, etc.), disagree with the harmful aspects (threat for other landuses, against local 
wishes, cause isolation, not attractive, etc.) and disagree with forests having nothing to offer 
(biodiversity, few recreation opportunities, etc.). This positive attitude is most strong in Ede. 
  
Forest opinion groups 
 
When the respondents are grouped according to their basic attitudes to forests, four groups arise: the 
enthusiasts, the positive realists, the sceptics and the adversaries. The positive realists are the biggest 
group among both areas as well as among community inhabitants and landowners. Not surprisingly, 
people of Ede are far more positive than those of Stadskanaal. In Ede, most respondents belong to the 
enthusiasts and positive realists, whereas in Stadskanaal the majority falls into the groups positive 
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realists and sceptics. Landowners –especially farmers- had a somewhat lower opinion than inhabitants 
on the benefits of forests and, conversely, see more harmful aspects of them, or consider forests to fail 
in contributing in any way to rural development. The landowners of Stadskanaal, of which one fourth is 
adversary to the local forests, have the least positive opinion of forests. The balance is, of course, in all 
these groups still in the direction of a positive opinion. 
 
 
Future development for the area 
 
Within the preferred future for the area three topics will be discussed: the future perspectives in general, 
the role of forests in it, and the discourses (see Table 3.3). 
 
 
Table 3.3 Future development for the rural areas Ede and Stadskanaal 
 Ede 
(traditional, rural area with urban 
characteristics) 
Stadskanaal 
(afforestation, diversified rural area) 
Environment ? anti-development 
(nature, wildlife, landscape beauty, organic 
farming) 
Economy 
(employment) 
General 
Inhabitants: forests, nature 
Owners: intensive factory farming, strong bonds and friendship with neighbours 
Role of forests Only within the perspective of nature and landscape 
Employment, organic farming and traditional values (preservation of cultural-historical 
agricultural practices, broadening agriculture) 
Small-scaled forests integrated in farming practices 
Organic-rurality 
development 
(agri-ruralistic 
discourse) Landowners > Community Inhabitants Landowners = Community Inhabitants 
Nature, wildlife, landscape beauty 
Forests as ecological infrastructure and scenic beauty 
Nature 
development 
(hedonistic 
discourse) Community Inhabitants > Landowners 
Employment, industry, tourism 
Forests for attractive housing estates and business parks 
Economic 
development 
(utilitarian 
discourse) Landowners > Community Inhabitants 
Dominant 
discourse 
Nature development (49% of respondents) 
Nature development (37%) and economic 
development (36%) 
 
 
Future development for rural areas 
 
Rural development is about possible future perspectives for rural areas. However, the ways in which a 
rural locality should develop is highly dependent on the commitment of the people who have an interest 
in it. There exists no single future concept; therefor rural development is a contested subject. 
Environmental issues, as a result from an increasing anti-development attitude, play an important role in 
the preferred future for Ede. In Stadskanaal, on the contrary, economic prosperity plays an important 
role. There are no big differences between inhabitants and landowners’ future wishes, except for the first 
group wishes more nature and forests, whereas the latter one relatively more intensive factory farming 
and strong bonds and friendship with neighbours. Especially, relatively many landowners in Ede ask for 
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more togetherness. Apparently, developments in Ede have so far negatively affected the, typically rural, 
traditional community structure. Community inhabitants in Ede, on the other hand, appear as newly bred 
city dwellers to worry more about the availability of services than landowners do. 
 
Role of forests 
 
An increase in the amount of forests is not future priority number one, however, both inhabitants and 
landowners support it to some extent. Especially, the inhabitants of Stadskanaal, and a bit less the ones 
of Ede, ask for more forests, together with an increase in the amount of nature and wildlife areas and 
landscape beauty. 
 
Rural development discourses 
 
The rural development options can be summarised in three main discourses. Three coherent discourses 
with respect to the desired future of the area could be differentiated: (i) ‘nature development’, stressing 
nature, wildlife, forest, landscape beauty, and a -for some people- organic farming, (ii) ‘organic rurality 
development’, emphasising employment opportunities, organic farming, and strength of bond & 
friendship with neighbours, while some of them mention the availability of services, and (iii) ‘economic 
development’, accentuating employment opportunities, industrial activities and visiting tourists.  
 
In Ede, the nature development discourse is dominant, while in Stadskanaal the nature development and 
economic development discourses are more or less equally represented. The quest for nature 
development unites both areas, but also divides them by a slight difference, as Ede -and particularly 
inhabitants- wish it more than Stadskanaal -and landowners there least. On the other hand, it is the wish 
for economic development that divides both areas, and target groups within the areas. Stadskanaal puts 
more emphasis on it -particularly the landowners-, while Ede shows a meagre support of it -inhabitants in 
particular. While organic rurality development attracts, in general, slightly more supporters from Ede 
than from Stadskanaal, only the landowners in Ede put particular stress on this issue. Probably, the 
latter group deplores particularly the disintegration of traditional rural structure -both in social respect, 
and as far as agriculture is concerned. 
 
 
3.2 Multifunctional forestry 
 
With respect to specific forestry issues four topics will be discussed: the satisfaction with the amount of 
forests, forest threats, desired forest functions, and perspectives for afforestation (see Table 3.4). 
 
The amount of forests 
 
In the traditional forest area Ede most respondents think that the present forest cover is okay like it is. 
More than half of the people in Stadskanaal, on the contrary, wish an increase in the amount of forests 
in their locality: inhabitants more than landowners. 
 
Forest threats 
 
The most important threats for the forest are urban development and pollution. People from Ede are 
more concerned about these threats than those from Stadskanaal, as well as inhabitants more than 
landowners. Especially, the landowners of Ede perceive a third treat, namely bad forest management. 
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Table 3.4: Multifunctional forestry in Ede and Stadskanaal 
 Ede 
(traditional, rural area with urban 
characteristics) 
Stadskanaal 
(afforestation, diversified rural area) 
Amount of forest Majority: it’s okay like it is 
Too little: > 50% 
Community Inhabitants > Landowners 
Urban development, pollution 
Ede > Stadskanaal, Community Inhabitants > Landowners Forest threats 
Landowners in Ede: poor forest management -- 
Forest functions: 
- in general 
1) Landscape, ecology, 2) recreation 
Community Inhabitants = Landowners 
1) landscape and environment, 2) other-centred objectives (e.g. recreation) - objectives 
owners ‘accessible nature’, ‘own nature’ ‘landscape and environment nature’ 
Afforestation: 
- forest or nature 
Balance 
Afforestation 12%, nature 15% 
Too little afforestation 
Afforestation 10%, nature 7% 
- motivations Not financial attractive, land too productive, enough forests, lack of knowledge/awareness 
 
 
Forest functions 
 
With respect to the desired forest functions, all respondents give the protective, conservative and 
landscape functions of forests high priority. The people in Ede are more in favour of the environmental 
and aesthetic functions of the forests than the people in Stadskanaal, while the reverse is true for 
recreation and business activities. Inhabitants value environmental aspects higher than landowners do. 
Forests are not valued as an area of primary production. People who support the nature development 
discourse give the landscape and environmental functions of the forests high priority and attribute 
moderate priority to the economic function. The reverse is more or less true (aesthetics and ecology are 
still very important) for the ones who support the economic development discourse. The more positive 
attitude people have of the local forests the more they adhere the nature development discourse. 
 
The most important functions according to forest owners are related to the environment (protection, 
biodiversity) and to landscape aesthetics. Recreation comes only after these functions. The economy 
related objectives, such as income from wood or non-timber goods and services, are relatively 
unimportant. The owners of Stadskanaal have a more diversified management and are more directed 
towards landscape and economic functions than the owners of Ede do. The forest owners of Ede more 
often want to create either ‘accessible nature’ or want to use the forests for their own purposes (hunting 
and nature). 
 
It can be concluded that there is not much difference between inhabitants and forest owners’ objectives 
with respect to multifunctionality of forests: ecological functions come first, followed by landscape, and 
finally closed by recreation. 
 
Afforestation 
 
Afforestation or allowing land to return to nature is not highly considered by Dutch farmers as it is not 
financially attractive enough, land is too productive (especially mentioned in Stadskanaal), there is 
enough forest in the locality already (particularly mentioned in Ede), and a lack of knowledge and a low 
awareness of forestry. Only the smaller landowners (less than 5 ha), who are expecting decline for their 
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farming activities, and the larger landowners (more than 100 ha), who represent frequently the nature 
conservation organisations, are more likely to plant forests and allow some land to return to nature. The 
conclusion is that, whereas in Ede there is a balance between inhabitants’’ wishes and landowners’ future 
plans, in Stadskanaal there is a strong wish for more forests, but a low willingness among landowners to 
realise them. As there is a strong competition between land uses, farming land will not come free easily, 
and the end of the afforestation practices is to be expected. 
 
 
3.3  Forestry policies and programmes 
 
Four topics will be discussed: forest and land use policies, financial support, relation agriculture-forestry, 
and grants and regulations for afforestation (see Table 3.5). 
 
Forest and land use policies 
 
An important subject in this study is to what extent people feel they are taken seriously by policy makers 
with regards to decisions on future land use, such as afforestation or new residential areas. The people 
of Ede dispose relatively negative attitudes towards authorities (distrust, they feel not respected or 
proper consulted), whereas the people of Stadskanaal are satisfied with it. It was initially expected that 
the latter group would be the most negative one, as there were signs that afforestation is rather 
controversial, but this was found not to be the case. Apparently, authorities in Stadskanaal take the local 
voice seriously, while this is less the case in Ede. The relative negative attitudes in Ede might be 
explained by the fact that during the research period several local controversies regarding the 
management of the municipality forests (Lub, 2000) and establishment of a new large residential areas 
existed. In Stadskanaal, reforestation proceeds at a relatively small scale. Moreover, such afforestation 
is only allowed in specifically assigned landscape zones (Van der Knaap, 1996); this policy limits 
negative repercussions of afforestation on farming activities. 
 
 
Table 3.5: Attitudes on forest policies and programmes in Ede and Stadskanaal 
 Ede 
(traditional, rural area with urban 
characteristics) 
Stadskanaal 
(afforestation, diversified rural area) 
Distrust and no involvement of locals Neutral (=unexpected result) 
Forest & land use 
policies Involvement of non-owners in land use decision-making, strict environmental rules ? 
Community Inhabitants > Landowners 
Financial support 
Majority support grant landowners 
Most landscape, least farming 
Forestry (management/protection + afforestation): 
Landowners > Community Inhabitants 
Agriculture - 
forestry 
Grants unfair for agriculture, conflicting landuses: Farmers >Foresters 
More forests if agriculture decreases: Foresters > Forest-farmers > Farmers 
Grants & 
regulations 
No afforestation without grants, grants insufficient, process complicated, 
too many regulations planting/management 
2/3 knows of schemes, 15% is interested 
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Logically, community inhabitants are more in favour than landowners of broad public involvement in land 
use decision making and strict environmental regulations on planting and management of forests. It is, 
further, also to be expected that those landowners who are most singularly affected by strict regulations 
reject them more than others.  
 
The more positive people are about the local forests –especially the people who adhere the nature 
development discourse-, the more they are in favour of public involvement, respect for the local voice, 
and strong control with respect to the planting and management of the forests. The more negative 
people are about the local forests –especially the group expressing the economic development 
discourse-, the more strongly they are against authoritarian practices. They are against any influence by 
local governments or public involvement that limits their freedom to move. People expressing the 
organic-rurality development discourse are in the middle of both other discourses located. 
 
Financial support 
 
When it comes to public financing of private landuses, one can observe that the most respondents –
landowners always more than inhabitants- agree with the provision of grants and subsidies to 
landowners for both farming and forestry activities. Particularly, when things are being asked of farmers 
that have nothing to do with their core business, like landscape enhancement. A small majority of 
inhabitants supports financial measures for private landowners to manage/protect their forests, to 
create recreation opportunities, and to plant trees. This implies that there are still people who think that 
private landowners do not need any subsidies. There seems to be a feeling that private forest owners 
are rich people, who can afford to maintain their forests as a hobby, which they fund themselves. It 
might be that ‘ordinary’ people (users, recreationists) simply do not see that forest management costs 
money, or that they think it is public owned forest and the state will pay for it. However, as forests serve 
green rural infrastructure, appreciated and used by the general public, the debate on ‘who is going to 
pay for them’ is relevant. 
 
Relation agriculture – forestry 
 
In line with this reasoning is the fact that farmers –more than foresters- express negative attitudes 
towards forestry as they think they are conflicting landuses, that providing grants to forestry leads to an 
unfair competition with agriculture and that farming as a landuse is of more value to the society (e.g. 
unacceptable to plant fertile land with forest). In Stadskanaal, most foresters and forest-farmers are in 
favour of afforestation if agriculture loses importance. This is a big contrast to the opinions of farmers of 
Stadskanaal, who disagree largely with it. 
 
Grants and regulations afforestation 
 
Fully in line with the above, again, is the fact that there is a general belief in the whole study group that 
there would be no afforestation without grants or subsidies. There is not much knowledge about the 
grant system among landowners. Landowners with knowledge think the grants are insufficient, the 
process of getting grants is too complicated and there are too many regulations. There is a fairly high 
awareness among landowners (more than half) with farming land about existing schemes that encourage 
tree planting on farmland. In line with the scepticism as to grants and subsidies regulations as revealed 
above, however, the same group of landowners does not appear to be much interested to become 
involved in it. So, if afforestation policies are really seriously intended, there is some more work to be 
done on getting the profits spelled out more clearly and convincingly to those concerned. 
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3.4 Regional-specific strategies 
 
When considering the relevance of the research data in respect to the identification of region-specific 
strategies for forestry serving rural development, two major aspects deserve attention: 
• 
• 
t
What is the general perspective on the role of forests in the area and its desired future? 
To what extent are there region-specific conflicting views between the inhabitants and the 
landowners on the role of forests? 
 
As illustrated in Table 3.6 between Ede and Stadskanaal some important differences in perspectives on 
the role of forestry to rural development can be distinguished. Ede is characterised by being a relatively 
urbanised area, even if the people living in this community still perceive it as being rural. Whereas in 
Stadskanaal is characterised as being a diversified area in which farming still plays an important role 
next to business activities.  
 
 
Table 3.6: Summary of perspectives on the role of forests related to quali y of life in the two case study areas  
 
Ede Stadskanaal 
Area characteristics 
Rural area with urban characteristics 
Traditional forest area 
Diversified rural area 
Afforestation area 
Perceived nature of area 
Mixture of urban-based business, 
agriculture and nature & tourism 
Business activities and agriculture 
Main perspective on 
quality of life 
Attractive forest/nature landscape 
Attractive rural landscape and enduring 
rurality-based social traditions 
Main perspectives on 
future development 
Improve nature and landscape values 
(49%) and stimulate organic-rurality 
development (35%) 
Improve economy and employment 
(36%) and ecological infrastructure and 
scenic beauty (37%) 
Main development 
problem 
Over-development Few employment opportunities 
Main role of forests 
Forests as nature distinct from rural 
production area having low direct 
economic importance 
Forests as green infrastructure 
ameliorating landscape having (at 
present) no direct economic importance 
Main qualification of 
forests 
Forest are beneficial (68% agree) Forests are beneficial (51% agrees) 
Main attitude to forests 
Positive realist (49%) 
Enthusiast (28%) 
Positive realists (37%) 
Sceptics (32%) 
Perspective on amount of 
forest 
Present forest area all-right Increased forest area preferred 
 
 
Ede has a well-established forest area, which is foremost considered as a nature area rather than 
forming part of the rural area characterised by intensive farming. These forests are highly valued 
because of their nature and landscape functions rather than for their economic values. Forests are 
considered as a major contributor to the quality of life. This quality of life is threatened by over-
development, notably the effects of pollution and urbanisation. Forests form an antipode to the highly 
developed agricultural and built-up areas. Because economic development is mainly associated with an  
over-development of the primary and secondary sector, forests are not perceived as having economic 
importance. Nonetheless, their contribution to recreation and tourism is acknowledged, but the people 
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consider these activities foremost as leisure activities rather than as activities providing income and 
employment. This reflects the relatively strong hedonistic attitude of the respondents. 
 
In Stadskanaal forests are also perceived as contributing to the quality of life. This is caused by forests 
providing an attractive living area and assuring a positive environment for housing as well as agriculture. 
Forests are valued here foremost as a means to improve the landscape qualities of the area. Although 
forests are not perceived as providing direct economic benefits, as a result of their positive landscape 
values they contribute towards improved economy and employment. However, establishment of new 
forests competes with land for farming, and consequently about one third of the respondents is sceptic 
or even adverse to forests. 
 
Landowners are generally less positive about forests than community inhabitants and put relatively more 
emphasis on economic and/or organic-rurality development than on nature and landscape development. 
Nonetheless, by comparing the results of the two case study areas (Table 3.7), it appears that their 
perspective on the role of forests differs from that of the community inhabitants in a relative rather than 
absolute sense. This finding illustrates that within the two case-study areas there does exist a general 
common opinion about the role of forests. In both cases forests are predominantly valued for their 
contribution to quality of life and local identity rather than to primary economic production and income 
generation. The differences in rurality characteristics of the two study areas are reflected in the 
perspectives on forests. People in the highly-urban influenced community of Ede consider that both 
agricultural and urban developments are threatening the quality of life, and they highly value forests as 
providing an antipode to such over-development. People in the diversified rural area of Stadskanaal still 
consider farming to form an essential component of the local identity. Consequently, they value forests 
as an enrichment of the living environment, but forests should not unduly compete with agricultural 
production and thus change the local rural identity. 
 
 
Table 3.7: Summary of main contrast on perspectives of community inhab ants and landowners it
 Ede Stadskanaal 
Two most preferred 
futures for the area 
Inhab ants: it
Nature development 55% 
Organic-rurality development 32% 
Landowners: 
Organic-rurality development 40% 
Nature development 38% 
Inhabitants: 
Nature development 42% 
economic development 31% 
Landowners: 
economic development 43% 
nature development 30% 
Two most important 
attitudes to forests 
Inhab ants: it
Positive realists 54% 
Enthusiasts 28% 
Landowners: 
Positive realists 41% 
Adversaries & sceptics 30% 
Inhabitants: 
Positive realists 43% 
Adversaries & sceptics 36% 
Landowners: 
Adversaries & sceptics 54% 
Positive realists 28% 
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Appendices 
 
 
Appendix 1 List of interviewed people in Ede and Stadskanaal 
 
Traditional forest area “Ede” Afforestation area “Stadskanaal” 
ACTOR GROUP 1 
People deriving their livelihood (in)directly from agriculture or forestry (producers) 
DIRECTLY RELATED TO LAND 
 
Farmers (4) 
Farmer (participating in Landscape management) 
Farmer 
Stock farmer (pigs) 
Farmer (participating in Landscape management) 
 
Forest owners/managers (6) 
Forester of the municipality of Ede 
Manager nature conservation organisation “Nature 
Monuments” 
Manager nature conservation organisation “Het 
Gelders Landschap” 
Manager “National Park de Hoge Veluwe” 
Area manager of the Ministry of Defence, department 
of Gelderland 
Chairman of a foundation of community forest in 
Lunteren 
DIRECTLY RELATED TO LAND 
 
Farmers (3) 
Forest farmer (big) 
Forest farmer 
Farmer (starting with forest) 
 
 
Forest owners/managers (5) 
Head of the district East-Groningen of the nature 
conservation organisation “State Forest Service” 
Head of the unit Westerwolde of the nature 
conservation organisation “State Forest Service” 
Manager of the “Brook valley of the Ruiten A” of the 
nature conservation organisation “Nature Monuments” 
Private forest manager in Onstwedde 
Head of region Groningen of the “Voluntary Foundation 
Management of Nature and Landscape Elements” 
 
INDIRECTLY RELATED TO LAND 
 
Tourist-recreational entrepreneurs (4) 
Owner of a bungalow park “Valkenburgspark” 
Camp site and congress centre “Scheleberg Lunteren” 
Cheese and camp site farm “Hoekelum” 
 
Wood production (1) 
Municipal Lumberyard Ede 
INDIRECTLY RELATED TO LAND 
 
Tourist recreational entrepreneurs (3)  
Farmer offering “farming at the campsite” 
Manager catering facility in nature area 
Manager bungalow park 
ACTOR GROUP 2 
Local Community Member and Visitors (consumers) 
Inhabitants (4) 
Inhabitant and fanatic nature lover 
Inhabitant, older people, who like to walk in the forest 
Inhabitant, knowledgeable on nature 
Inhabitant 
 
Recreationists/tourist (3) 
Woman with children in forest 
Old man with dog in forest 
Tourist bungalow park 
Inhabitants (6) 
Inhabitant (3) 
Inhabitant (also member of the municipality council) 
Inhabitant neighbouring village (= part of the area) 
Ex-inhabitant, still family living in Stadskanaal 
 
Recreationists (3) 
Man walking in forest 
Woman with children in forest 
Recreationist, not living in the area 
 
 List of interviewed people in Ede and Stadskanaal (continued) 
Traditional forest area “Ede” Afforestation area “Stadskanaal” 
ACTOR GROUP 3 
Politicians, Lobbyists and NGO’s (interest groups and decision makers) 
Governmental Organisations (6) 
Policy makers municipality of Ede: 
*forest and nature management 
*agriculture 
*planning group landscape and green in outdoor area 
*landscape and green management for the Gelderse 
Vallei 
 
Policy maker of the Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and 
Fisheries, concerned with Rural Development  
Representative Municipal Environmental Education 
Centre 
Governmental Organisations (6) 
Policy makers municipality of Stadskanaal: 
*department spatial planning and land mobility, 
afforestation and forest farming plan 
*department statistics (also secretary Foundation 
Cultural Heritage Village Smeerling-Metbroek) 
*gemeente Stadskanaal 
 
Provincial policy makers 
*Province of Groningen, forestry administrator (also 
secretary Foundation for Forest Clustering) 
*Province of Drenthe, forestry administrator 
*Policy maker of the Ministry of Agriculture, Nature 
and Fisheries, concerned with Planning and Design 
Afforestation projects 
 
Non-Governmental Organisations (5) 
Tourist Office Manager 
Representative Organisation for the Preservation of 
Exotic Tree Species 
Representative Agricultural Union province of 
Gelderland 
Representative Game Management Veluwe 
Representative Association ‘Maintenance Cultural 
Heritage and/or Local liveability’ (Kernhem-Doesburg) 
Non-Governmental Organisations (7) 
Tourist Office Manager  
Representative Association of Landscape Management 
province of Groningen 
Representative and volunteer of the Institute for Nature 
Education 
Representative Agricultural Union Northern-Netherlands 
RepresentativeAssociation of Wood production 
foresters 
Representative Foundation Cultural Heritage Village 
Smeerling-Metbroek (also farmer) 
Representative Association Liveability Small Villages in 
the province of Groningen 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 2. Questionnaire landowners 
 
Als onderzoekers van Wageningen Universiteit willen we graag uw mening weten over de regio rond de gemeente 
Stadskanaal in het algemeen en over de bossen en de bosbouw in het bijzonder. Wij willen u vragen de vragenlijst 
in te vullen en deze zo spoedig mogelijk aan ons terug te sturen in de retourenveloppe, een postzegel is niet nodig.  
 
LET OP: De vragen gaan over de gemeente Stadskanaal. De volgende plaatsen vallen onder de gemeente 
Stadskanaal: Stadskanaal, Musselkanaal, Onstwedde, Mussel en Alteveer. 
 
 
Het eerste deel van deze vragenlijst gaat over de gemeente Stadskanaal  
 
 
V1. Wilt u de volgende vragen beantwoorden die gaan over uw woonsituatie? (kruis één hokje per vraag aan) 
 
Hoeveel jaar woont u in de gemeente Stadskanaal? (Wilt u het 
aantal jaren noteren op de stippellijn of het desbetreffende hokje 
aankruisen) 
_____  jaren  Ik woon niet in de 
gemeente 
Stadskanaal        ❒ 
Heeft u kinderen of andere verwanten in de gemeente Stadskanaal 
wonen? 
Ja   ❒ Nee   ❒ 
Werkt u buiten de gemeente Stadskanaal? Ja   ❒ Nee   ❒ 
Bent u voornamelijk opgegroeid (tot uw 18de jaar) in de gemeente 
Stadskanaal? 
Ja   ❒ Nee   ❒ 
Indien ‘nee’, bent u voornamelijk opgegroeid in landelijk of in 
stedelijk gebied?  
Landelijk gebied  ❒ Stedelijk gebied  ❒ 
Zou u de gemeente Stadskanaal beschrijven als landelijk of als 
stedelijk gebied?  
Landelijk gebied  ❒ Stedelijk gebied  ❒ 
 
  
V2.  Wilt u aangeven hoe sterk u zich verbonden voelt mét, of afstand voelt tót de gemeente Stadskanaal door één 
van de onderstaande hokjes aan te kruisen.  Naarmate u zich sterker verbonden voelt kunt u een hokje meer 
naar links aankruisen; naarmate u meer afstand voelt een hokje meer naar rechts. 
 
Sterk verbonden  Matig verbonden  Neutraal Matige afstand Sterke afstand 
U  U  U  U  U  
 
 
V3. Hoe zou u, in het algemeen de gemeente Stadskanaal beschrijven? Wilt u hieronder s.v.p. op zijn hoogst drie 
hokjes aankruisen die het meest uw algemene indruk weergeven:  
 
De gemeente Stadskanaal is …   
een gebied dat in belangrijke mate in beslag wordt genomen door de agrarisch sector  U  
een gebied dat in belangrijke mate in beslag wordt genomen door bos voor houtproductie  U  
een gebied dat in belangrijke mate in beslag wordt genomen door natuur U  
een afgelegen en dun bevolkt gebied  U  
een landelijk gebied dat grenst aan stedelijk gebied U  
een centrum met diverse economische activiteiten omringd door platteland  U  
een verstedelijkt gebied U  
een gebied dat door hoge aantallen toeristen wordt bezocht  U  
anders, namelijk ……  
 
weet ik niet U  
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V4.  Hieronder staan enkele uitspraken over de gemeente Stadskanaal. Wilt u s.v.p. bij elke uitspraak aangeven in 
welke mate u het ermee eens of oneens bent door het desbetreffende hokje aan te kruisen.  
 
In de gemeente Stadskanaal is/zijn ….. Sterk eens Eens Niet eens 
of oneens 
Oneens Sterk 
oneens 
een zeer aantrekkelijk woongebied  U  U  U  U  U  
rust en stilte met weinig verkeer U  U  U  U  U  
een prachtig landschap U  U  U  U  U  
een landschap dat karakteristiek afwijkt van andere 
plaatsen  
U  U  U  U  U  
zuiver(e) lucht, water en bodem U  U  U  U  U  
zeer goede diensten, zoals openbaar vervoer, 
winkels en scholen  
U  U  U  U  U  
ruime mogelijkheden voor recreatie en 
sportbeoefening 
U  U  U  U  U  
veel bos U  U  U  U  U  
een rijke variatie aan natuur U  U  U  U  U  
een hechte gemeenschap U  U  U  U  U  
een sterk gevoel voor traditie en geschiedenis U  U  U  U  U  
een zeer laag inwonersaantal  U  U  U  U  U  
veel inwoners met een laag inkomen U  U  U  U  U  
teveel toeristen op bezoek U  U  U  U  U  
teveel misdaad U  U  U  U  U  
heel weinig werkgelegenheid U  U  U  U  U  
geen betrokkenheid van lokale bevolking bij de 
ontwikkeling van het gebied 
U  U  U  U  U  
botsingen tussen verschillende vormen van 
landgebruik, zoals toerisme, industrie en landbouw  
U  U  U  U  U  
onlangs nog teveel huizen gebouwd U  U  U  U  U  
teveel industriële ontwikkeling, met inbegrip van 
fabrieken  
U  U  U  U  U  
 
 
V5.  Wilt u s.v.p. voor elk van de volgende activiteiten aangeven of ze volgens u op dit moment 'zeer’,  ‘enigszins’ of  
'niet’ belangrijk zijn voor de economie van de gemeente Stadskanaal.  
  
 Zeer belangrijk  Enigszins 
belangrijk  
Niet belangrijk  Weet ik niet 
Agrarisch bedrijf U  U  U  U  
Bosbedrijf U  U  U  U  
Handel  U  U  U  U  
Toerisme  U  U  U  U  
Industrie  U  U  U  U  
Kunstnijverheid  U  U  U  U  
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V6.  Hieronder staan een aantal mogelijke toekomstige ontwikkelingen van de gemeente Stadskanaal. Wilt u s.v.p. 
de drie mogelijkheden aangeven die u het liefst zou wensen? 
 
In de gemeente Stadskanaal zal er in de toekomst een 
toename plaatsvinden van…..  
Kruis de drie meest 
gewenste aan  
intensieve land- en tuinbouwbedrijven U  
biologische land- en tuinbouwbedrijven U  
het aantal bezoekende touristen  U  
industriële activiteiten U  
bebouwd gebied U  
werkgelegenheid U  
de hoeveelheid bos  U  
de hoeveelheid natuur  U  
de beschikbaarheid van diensten (bijv. vervoer, winkels)  U  
landschapsschoon U  
verbondenheid/vriendschap tussen buren U  
 
 
We willen u nu vragen enkele algemene vragen over bos in de gemeente Stadskanaal te beantwoorden. 
Met ‘bos’ bedoelen we bossen in het algemeen – alle soorten bosgebieden, inclusief oude bossen, maar 
ook nieuwe aanplanten. Voor het geval u denkt aan verschillende bostypen in uw gebied bent u vrij om 
bij de onderstaande vragen u dat type voor te stellen dat volgens u het meest voorkomt.     
 
 
V7.  Hoe vaak heeft u ongeveer in het jaar 2000 in de gemeente Stadskanaal activiteiten zoals wandelen, fietsen of 
jagen ondernomen (a) in het landelijk gebied en (b) in het bijzonder in één of ander bos.  
 
 In het landelijk gebied 
(bos uitgesloten)  
In het bijzonder in 
één of ander bos  
Nooit U  U  
Eenmaal U  U  
2 tot 4 maal per jaar U  U  
Maandelijks U  U  
Wekelijks U  U  
Dagelijks  U  U  
 
 
V8. Vindt u dat het publiek vrije toegang zou moeten hebben tot particulier bos? Ja  ❒ Nee  ❒ 
Vindt u dat het publiek vrije toegang zou moeten hebben tot bos van de overheid? Ja  ❒ Nee  ❒ 
 
 
V9.  Wat is ongeveer de afstand van uw woning tot het dichtstbijzijnde bos? (Slechts één hokje aankruisen) 
 
Direct naast mijn huis U  
Minder dan 500 meter U  
Tussen 500 m en  2 kilometer U  
Meer dan 2 kilometer  U  
Weet ik niet U  
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V10.  Vindt u dat de gemeente Stadskanaal ‘sterk’, ‘matig’, of  ‘weinig’ bebost is? Eén hokje aankruisen)  (
 
Sterk   ❒ Matig    ❒ Weinig    ❒ Weet ik niet   ❒ 
 
 
V11.  Vindt u in het algemeen dat op de volgende plaatsen de hoeveelheid bos 'te weinig', of 'teveel' is, of dat het ‘zo 
goed’ is? (Eén hokje aankruisen) 
 
 Te weinig Zo goed Teveel Weet ik niet 
Vlakbij mijn woning U  U  U  U  
In de gemeente Stadskanaal U  U  U  U  
In Nederland in het algemeen U  U  U  U  
Zijn de antwoorden die u hebt gegeven 
afhankelijk van het soort bos? 
Ja    ❒ Nee   ❒   
Indien ‘ja’, wilt u het soort bos aangeven wat 
het meest uw voorkeur heeft:  
    
 
 
V12.  Wilt u aangeven hoe sterk u zich verbonden voelt mét, of afstand voelt tót bossen in de gemeente Stadskanaal 
door één van de onderstaande hokjes aan te kruisen.  Naarmate u zich sterker verbonden voelt kunt u een 
hokje meer naar links aankruisen; naarmate u meer afstand voelt een hokje meer naar rechts. 
 
Sterk verbonden  Matig verbonden  Neutraal Matige afstand Sterke afstand 
U  U  U  U  U  
 
 
V13.  Bossen in de gemeente Stadskanaal kunnen op verschillende manieren bijdragen aan de leefbaarheid van het 
landelijk gebied. Wilt u s.v.p. aangeven in welke mate u het eens of oneens bent met de uitspraken hieronder 
door het aankruisen van één van de desbetreffende hokjes?  
 
Bossen in de gemeente Stadskanaal….. Sterk eens Eens Niet eens 
of oneens 
Oneens Sterk 
oneens 
verbeteren het woonklimaat hier in belangrijke mate  U  U  U  U  U  
zorgen voor een goede werkgelegenheid voor de 
lokale bevolking 
U  U  U  U  U  
zorgen voor goede inkomsten voor de lokale 
bevolking 
U  U  U  U  U  
zorgen voor een landschap dat karakteristiek afwijkt 
van andere plaatsen  
U  U  U  U  U  
zijn van groot historisch en cultureel belang  U  U  U  U  U  
beschermen onze lucht, ons water, en onze bodem U  U  U  U  U  
zijn een bedreiging voor andere economische 
activiteiten, zoals boerenbedrijven 
U  U  U  U  U  
dragen bij aan een gevoel van afstand tussen buren  U  U  U  U  U  
zijn hier tegen de wensen van lokale bevolking U  U  U  U  U  
vernietigen het landschapsschoon U  U  U  U  U  
hebben weinig variatie in planten en dieren U  U  U  U  U  
geven weinig mogelijkheid voor recreatie en 
sportbeoefening 
U  U  U  U  U  
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V14. Vindt u dat bossen in de gemeente Stadskanaal vandaag de dag ‘ernstig’, ‘enigszins’, of ‘niet’ worden 
bedreigd? (Eén hokje aankruisen)  
  
 
 Ernstig bedreigd Enigszins bedreigd  Niet bedreigd Weet ik niet 
Brand U  U  U  U  
Verontreiniging U  U  U  U  
Storm U  U  U  U  
Overmatige houtoogst  U  U  U  U  
Illegale houtkap U  U  U  U  
Jacht  U  U  U  U  
Agrarisch bedrijf U  U  U  U  
Teveel bezoekers  U  U  U  U  
Stedelijke ontwikkeling, zoals 
woningbouw en industrie 
U  U  U  U  
Slecht bosbeheer U  U  U  U  
Anders, namelijk ……  
 
 
 
V15.  Wilt u aangeven in welke mate u het eens of oneens bent met het volgende? (één hokje per vraag aankruisen)  
 
 Sterk 
eens 
Eens Niet eens 
of oneens 
Oneens Sterk 
oneens 
Bossen worden in deze gemeente aangelegd / beheerd met 
de juiste inspraak van de lokale bevolking 
U  U  U  U  U  
Inwoners die geen land bezitten moeten toch betrokken 
worden bij besluitvorming over het gebruik van het land in 
het landelijk gebied 
U  U  U  U  U  
Er moeten strengere milieuregels komen voor aanleg en 
beheer van nieuwe bossen 
U  U  U  U  U  
Er is teveel druk van de gemeente Stadskanaal om bossen 
in dit gebied te ontwikkelen en te beheren 
U  U  U  U  U  
De gemeente Stadskanaal hebben veel respect voor de 
wensen van de lokale gemeenschap wat betreft aanleg en 
beheer van bossen  
U  U  U  U  U  
De gemeente Stadskanaal is niet te vertrouwen wat betreft 
het beleid voor het landelijk gebied in deze gemeente  
U  U  U  U  U  
 
 
V16. Wilt u s.v.p. de volgende vragen met ‘ja’ of ‘nee’ beantwoorden? (kruis één hokje per vraag aan)  
 
 Ja Nee Weet ik niet 
Vindt u dat boeren subsidies zouden moeten krijgen om hun 
boerenbedrijf te ondersteunen? 
U  U  U  
Vindt u dat boeren subsidies zouden moeten krijgen om het landschap te 
behouden en te versterken? 
U  U  U  
Vindt u dat particuliere landeigenaren subsidies zouden moeten krijgen 
om bomen op hun land aan te planten? 
U  U  U  
Vindt u dat particuliere landeigenaren subsidies zouden moeten krijgen 
voor het beheer en de bescherming van hun bossen? 
U  U  U  
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Vindt u dat particuliere boseigenaren subsidies zouden moeten krijgen 
om het bos open te stellen voor recreanten? 
U  U  U  
 
V17.  Wilt u s.v.p. aangeven of in de toekomst voor de bossen in de gemeente Stadskanaal de volgende zaken een 
‘hoge’, ‘enige’ of ‘geen’ voorrang moeten krijgen? 
 
 Hoge 
voorrang  
Enige 
voorrang  
Geen 
voorrang  
Weet ik 
niet 
Recreatie voor de lokale bevolking   U  U  U  U  
Zakelijke ondernemingen, mede voor werkgelegenheid  U  U  U  U  
Natuurbehoud U  U  U  U  
Zorgen voor een aantrekkelijk landschap U  U  U  U  
Bescherming van lucht, water en bodem U  U  U  U  
 
 
 
Het volgende deel van deze vragenlijst gaat over uw activiteiten als agrariër, boseigenaar of 
bosbeheerder/beleidsmedewerker in de gemeente Stadskanaal  
 
 
V18.  Wat is ongeveer het areaal van uw land (of van land in deze gemeente dat eigendom is van de organisatie 
waarvoor u werkt), dat in de volgende soorten landgebruik valt? (Gebruik s.v.p. hectare en noteer 'geen' waar 
dit van toepassing is)  
 
 Eigen land   Land gehuurd/ 
gepacht van anderen 
 Hectares   Hectares 
Bos      
Grasland     
Bouwland     
Bosjes/ onbewerkt     
Anders,      
namelijk ……  
 
 
 
V19. Bent u (of de organisatie waarvoor u werkt) op uw land betrokken bij enige onderneming die in vraag 18 niet 
genoemd is (b.v. toerisme, voedingproductie, ambachten of andersoortig)? 
 
Onderneming niet genoemd in vraag 18 Ja  U Nee  U 
Indien ja, wilt u dat hiernaast 
aangeven:   
 
 
 
V20a. Werkt u als bosbeheerder of beleidsmedewerker voor een organisatie, zonder dat uzelf land bezit in de 
gemeente Stadskanaal (indien u hieronder ’ja’ aankruist, sla dan vraag 20b over) 
 
Bosbeheerder / Beleidsmedewerker Ja  U Nee  U 
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V20b. Wilt u aangeven wie uw agrarisch bedrijf en/of bos doorgaans beheert? 
  
 Agrarisch bedrijf  Bos 
Uzelf alleen, zonder hulp U   U  
Uzelf met hulp van familie of medewerkers U   U  
Andere familieleden alleen (uzelf uitgezonderd) U   U  
Alleen medewerkers (uzelf uitgezonderd) U   U  
Een bedrijf / consulent  U   U  
Anders, namelijk ….. 
 
   
 
 
V21.  Bent u (of was u) lid van een boeren- en/of bosbouworganisatie? 
 
 Ja Nee 
Boerenorganisatie U  U  
Bosbouworganisatie U  U  
Waar wint u eventueel advies in voor uw agrarisch bedrijf? 
Wilt u dit hiernaast voor zover van toepassing aangeven?  
 
 
Waar wint u eventueel advies in voor uw bos? Wilt u dit 
hiernaast voor zover van toepassing aangeven? 
 
 
 
 
V22.  Wilt u de volgende uitspraken over regelingen voor aanleg en beheer van bos in de gemeente Stadskanaal met 
‘eens ’ of ‘oneens’ beantwoorden? (Eén hokje per uitspraak aankruisen) 
 
 Eens  Oneens  Weet ik niet 
Subsidies voor aanleg en beheer van bossen leiden tot oneerlijke 
concurrentie met de landbouw 
U  U  U  
Landbouw en bosbouw zijn tegenstrijdige vormen van landgebruik  U  U  U  
Het is aanvaardbaar om vruchtbaar productief land met bos te beplanten U  U  U  
Er moet meer bos worden aangeplant in het gebied als landbouw minder 
belangrijk wordt  
U  U  U  
Landeigenaren zouden hun land niet met bos beplanten als er geen 
subsidies waren 
U  U  U  
De subsidies zijn voldoende om met succes bos aan te leggen en te 
beheren  
U  U  U  
Het proces van subsidieaanvraag voor aanleg en beheer van bossen is te 
ingewikkeld  
U  U  U  
Er is teveel regelgeving over aanleg en beheer van bos  U  U  U  
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De vragen 23, 24, 25 en 26 hieronder graag alleen beantwoorden indien u agrariër bent, ongeacht of u 
wel of geen bos bezit. Indien u geen agrarisch land bezit, pacht of huurt ga dan door naar vraag 27.   
 
 
V23.  Wat zijn uw verwachtingen voor de vooruitzichten van uw agrarisch bedrijf voor de volgende 5 jaar? (Eén 
hokje aankruisen)  
 
Wordt beter (uitbreiding – het agrarisch bedrijf groeit door b.v. meer dieren, meer land, 
nieuwe gebouwen) 
U  
Stabiel (blijft hetzelfde) U  
Wordt minder (b.v. door het stoppen van veehouderij of het verkopen van land) U  
 
 
V24.  Overweegt u één van de volgende mogelijkheden voor een deel of het geheel van uw agrarisch bedrijf in de 
komende 5 jaar? 
 
 Ja Nee 
Land verkopen U  U  
Land verhuren / verpachten aan anderen  U  U  
Land kopen van anderen U  U  
Land huren/ pachten van anderen U  U  
Bos aanplanten  U  U  
Een agri-toeristische onderneming  U  U  
Een deel van het land weer natuur (anders dan bos) 
laten worden  
U  U  
Anders, namelijk …..  
 
 
 
 
V25.  Indien u GEEN bos heeft geplant, wat is dan de reden? (Kruis s.v.p. de hokjes aan die van toepassing zijn. Indien 
u wel bos heeft aangeplant of gekocht, ga dan door naar vraag 27)  
 
Redenen  
Daar heb ik nooit over gedacht U  
Dat mag ik niet volgens de lokale regelgeving U  
Mijn land is te productief voor bomen  U  
Mijn eigendom is klein en/of versnipperd U  
Ik heb niet genoeg kennis van bosbouw U  
Ik laat mijn kinderen beslissen over de beste vorm van landgebruik U  
Het is financieel niet aantrekkelijk U  
Er is al genoeg bos in deze gemeente  U  
Ik hou niet van bomen / bos U  
Anders, namelijk…  
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V26.  Indien u GEEN bos heeft geplant, antwoord dan s.v.p. met ‘ja’ of ‘nee’ op de volgende vragen (Indien u wel een 
bos heeft aangeplant of gekocht, ga dan door naar vraag 27) 
 
Weet u dat er regelingen zijn die het aanplanten van bos op landbouwgrond 
aanmoedigen?  
Ja  U Nee  U 
Zou u in uw huidige situatie van zo'n regeling gebruik willen maken?  Ja  U Nee  U 
 
 
 
De vragen 27, 28 en 29 hieronder graag alleen beantwoorden, indien u boseigenaar of 
bosbeheerder/beleidsmedewerker bent. Agrariërs zonder bos kunnen doorgaan met vraag 30. 
 
 
V27.  Hoe hebt u (of de organisatie waarvoor u werkt) het bos verkregen? (Meer dan één hokje aankruisen indien van 
toepassing)  
 
Het bos is aangeplant U  
Het bos is gekocht  U  
Het bos werd geërfd  U  
Anders, namelijk…..  
 
 
 
V28.  Wilt u met de volgende antwoordmogelijkheden aangeven hoe sterk u zich verbonden voelt mét, of afstand 
voelt tót uw eigen bos, of het bos dat u voor uw organisatie beheert.  Naarmate u zich sterker verbonden voelt 
kunt u een hokje meer naar links aankruisen; naarmate u meer afstand voelt een hokje meer naar rechts 
 
Sterk verbonden  Matig verbonden  Neutraal Matige afstand Sterke afstand 
U  U  U  U  U  
 
 
V29.  Hoe belangrijk zijn de volgende overwegingen voor het beheer van uw bos of dat van uw organisatie? (Eén 
hokje per overweging aankruisen) 
 
Overwegingen voor het beheer Zeer 
belangrijk 
Enigszins 
belangrijk 
Niet 
belangrijk 
Het verkrijgen van inkomsten uit houtproductie  U  U  U  
Het voorzien in hout voor eigen gebruik of gebruik door 
mijn organisatie 
U  U  U  
Het verkrijgen van inkomsten uit andere produkten dan hout 
(paddestoelen, toeristische activiteiten, verhuren van 
jachtrechten) 
U  U  U  
Als erfgoed voor de volgende generatie  U  U  U  
Bescherming van lucht, water en bodem U  U  U  
Goede mogelijkheden voor jacht door mijzelf  U  U  U  
Bijdrage aan biodiversiteit (planten en dieren) U  U  U  
Verhogen van het landschapsschoon  U  U  U  
Voorzien in een goede plek voor recreatie  U  U  U  
Anders, namelijk….. 
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De volgende vragen gelden weer voor iedereen 
 
Tenslotte willen we graag enkele gegevens over uzelf vragen. Deze worden gebruikt om uw meningen in te delen en zullen met 
de grootste vertrouwelijkheid worden gebruikt. 
 
V30. Tot dusverre hebben we uw mening gevraagd over een gebied en de landschapselementen erin. Al deze zaken 
zijn deel van de samenleving waarin u leeft. We zijn nu geïnteresseerd in het soort samenleving die uw sterkste 
voorkeur heeft. Wilt u s.v.p. elke uitspraak hieronder goed bekijken en een hokje aankruisen dat het meest 
nauwkeurig uw mening weergeeft.  Indien u het volledig eens bent met de uitspraak aan de linkerzijde kruist u 
het meest linkse hokje aan. Indien u het volledig eens bent met de uitspraak aan de rechterzijde kruist u het 
meest rechtse hokje aan. Indien u vindt dat beide kanten een even grote voorkeur verdienen dan kunt u het 
middelste hokje aankruisen of een hokje naast het midden.  
 
 Hieronder geven we een voorbeeld. De persoon in het voorbeeld is het geheel eens met de uitspraak dat een 
samenleving 'de landbouw moet stimuleren'.  
  
DIT IS EEN VOORBEELD ! 
Ik kies het meest voor een samenleving 
die  
in de eerste plaats  … 
 Ik kies het meest voor een samenleving 
die  
in de eerste plaats  … 
bebossing stimuleert U U U U U landbouw stimuleert 
 
Wilt u s.v.p. de onderstaande uitspraken overwegen en de hokjes aankruisen die uw mening het beste weergeven. 
 
Ik kies het meest voor een samenleving 
die 
 in de eerste plaats  … 
 Ik kies het meest voor een samenleving 
die  
in de eerste plaats  … 
de natuur beschermt en het een kans geeft 
zich te ontwikkelen 
U U U U U de natuur exploiteert om welvaart te 
brengen 
de hoogste voorrang geeft aan 
milieubeheer  
U U U U U de hoogste voorrang geeft aan 
economische groei 
welvaart brengt alleen zonder risico's  U U U U U welvaart brengt ook als er risico's mee 
verbonden zijn 
nadruk legt op arbeidsvreugde, zelfs als de 
productiviteit erdoor afneemt  
U U U U U van mensen eist dat ze productief zijn in 
hun werk, zelfs als het minder 
arbeidsvreugde betekent  
mensen volledig laat meebeslissen in de 
politieke besluitvorming  
U U U U U politici de beslissingen laat nemen 
mensen beoordeelt op wie ze zijn U U U U U mensen beoordeelt op wat ze bereiken 
respect vraagt voor individuele morele 
oordelen  
U U U U U respect vraagt voor gezag  
mensen stimuleert om een individuele 
levensstijl te ontwikkelen  
U U U U U van mensen verwacht dat ze familie- en 
gemeenschapstradities in ere houden  
mensen laat kiezen of ze op zondag willen 
werken of niet 
U U U U U zondagen strikt voor niet-werk activiteiten 
vrijhoudt 
voor individuele vrijheid zorgt   U U U U U eist dat mensen worden gedisciplineerd ten 
behoeve van de samenleving  
de hoogste voorrang geeft aan 
herintegratie van criminelen in de 
samenleving  
U U U U U de hoogste voorrang geeft aan het uit de 
samenleving isoleren van criminelen  
mensen eert voor het vrijwillig besteden 
van tijd aan gemeenschapsbelang en 
welzijn van de gemeenschap  
U U U U U zonder discussie van mensen eist dat zij 
tijd besteden aan gemeenschapsbelang en 
welzijn van de gemeenschap  
 
Wageningen Universiteit 
 
V31. Bent u Vrouw   U Man   U 
 
 
V32.  In welk jaar bent u geboren?  ______________ 
 
 
V33. Hoeveel volwassenen (18 jaar en ouder) inclusief uzelf en kinderen (onder de 18 jaar) zijn er in uw 
huishouden? 
 
Volwassenen (18 jaar en ouder)  ____________ Kinderen (onder de 18 jaar)  ______________ 
 
 
V34.  Wat is u hoogst genoten afgeronde opleiding? (Eén hokje aankruisen)? 
 
Basisschool  U  
Voortgezet onderwijs  U  
Voortgezet beroepsonderwijs  U  
Hogeschool of universiteit U  
 
 
V35.  Wat is uw huidige werksituatie? (Eén hokje aankruisen) 
 
Werknemer  U  
Zelfstandige (niet-agrarisch) U  
Agrariër / boseigenaar  U  
Student / scholier U  
Werkloos U  
Gepensioneerd U  
Huisman / -vrouw U  
Anders, namelijk….  
 
 
 
V36.  Bent u lid van één of meer lokale of landelijke organisaties of verenigingen op een van de volgende gebieden? 
(Meerdere hokjes zijn mogelijk voor zover van toepassing) 
 
 Lokaal Landelijk 
Natuur en milieu U  U  
Lokale historie U  U  
Jongeren activiteiten U  U  
Woningbouwvereniging U  U  
Kunst en cultuur U  U  
Sport U  U  
Religie U  U  
Politiek U  U  
Anders, namelijk….  
 
Niet lid van enige organisatie  U  U  
 
 
Wageningen Universiteit 
V37.  Wilt u s.v.p. aangeven wat het netto jaarinkomen van uw huishouden is? Dit betekent het totale netto inkomen 
van alle leden van het huishouden. We willen graag alleen weten in welke van de vier ruwe categorieën uw 
totale netto inkomen valt. We willen nogmaals benadrukken dat alle informatie vertrouwelijk is. (Eén hokje 
aankruisen) 
 
Per maand  Per jaar Het netto inkomen van 
mijn huishouden  
tot fl. 1.400,- tot fl. 17.000,- U  
tussen fl. 1.400,-en fl. 2.400,- tussen fl. 17.000,- en fl. 28.500,- U  
tussen fl. 2.400,- en fl. 3.800,- tussen fl. 28.500,- en fl. 46.000,- U  
meer dan fl. 3.800,-  meer  dan fl. 46.000,-  U  
 
 
 
Indien u vindt dat er nog iets belangrijks moet worden opgemerkt dan kunt u dat hieronder aangeven 
 
  
__________________________________________________ 
 
__________________________________________________ 
 
__________________________________________________ 
 
__________________________________________________ 
 
 
Dank u voor het invullen van deze vragenlijst. We verzekeren u dat de informatie met de grootste 
vertrouwelijkheid zal worden behandeld. De resultaten zullen in de zomer in een lokale krant worden 
gepubliceerd.  
 
 
__________________________________________________ 
 
 
U kunt de vragenlijst in de bijgevoegde enveloppe aan ons toesturen, een postzegel is niet nodig. Mocht de enveloppe in het 
ongerede raken dan kunt u de vragenlijst toezenden aan: 
 
Wageningen Universiteit  
Leerstoelgroep Bosbeleid en Bosbeheer 
Multifor.RD 
Antwoordnummer 30 
6700 VB Wageningen 
Wageningen Universiteit 
Appendix 3.  Letter inhabitants/landowners of Ede/Stadskanaal  
 
 
Wageningen, februari 2001 
 
 
Geachte heer/mevrouw,  
 
Wageningen Universiteit is bezig met een onderzoek naar de rol die bossen kunnen spelen bij de 
ontwikkeling van het landelijk gebied. De opvattingen en wensen van de inwoners van de gemeenten Ede 
en Stadskanaal vormen de basis van het onderzoek. Zoals uit bijgaande brief blijkt ondersteunt de 
gemeente Ede/Stadskanaal (choose respective locality) het project. 
 
(text for landowners) 
Gezien het feit dat uzelf of de organisatie waarvoor u werkt, grond bezit in de gemeente 
Ede/Stadskanaal (choose respective loca ty), zouden wij graag uw mening over bossen in deze 
gemeente willen weten. Wij vragen daarom u medewerking voor het invullen van de vragenlijst. Wij 
schatten dat u ongeveer een half uur nodig zult hebben voor het beantwoorden van de vragen.  
li
t
t
 
 
(text for inhabitan s) 
Omdat het onmogelijk is iedereen te enquêteren, is op basis van het telefoonboek volgens toeval een 
aantal mensen uitgekozen. U bent één van de geselecteerde inwoners en uw mening over de gemeente 
Ede en in het bijzonder over bossen in uw gemeente is daarom van groot belang. Wij vragen u 
medewerking voor het invullen van deze vragenlijst. Wij schatten dat u ongeveer vijftien minuten nodig 
zult hebben voor het beantwoorden van de vragen. Het is de bedoeling dat degene van uw huishouden, 
die het laatst jarig is geweest en bovendien ouder is dan 18 jaar de vragenlijst invult. 
 
(both inhabitan s and landowners) 
Als dank voor het invullen en terugsturen van de vragenlijst zijn er prijzen beschikbaar gesteld in de vorm 
van boekenbonnen ter waarde van fl. 50,-. Uit de teruggestuurde enquêtes worden acht namen 
getrokken; dat is een kans van 1 op 50. Om hiervoor in aanmerking te komen, kunt u de bon die bij de 
brief is gevoegd, invullen en tegelijk met de enquête mee terugsturen.  
Uw informatie wordt strikt vertrouwelijk behandeld en uw naam en adresgegevens worden gescheiden 
van de vragenlijst. De adressen zullen alleen worden gebruikt om de boekenbonnen te verdelen. Voor 
het terugsturen van de vragenlijst kunt u gebruik maken van de ingesloten retourenvelop; een postzegel 
is niet nodig. 
 
Mocht u nog vragen hebben naar aanleiding van dit onderzoek, dan kunt u contact opnemen met de 
onderzoekers mevrouw Maartje de Deugd (0317-478021) of de heer Freerk Wiersum (0317-478016). 
  
Bij voorbaat hartelijk dank voor u medewerking. 
 
Met vriendelijke groet, 
 
 
Prof. Dr. H. Schanz      Dr. Ir. F. Wiersum 
 
 
 
Appendix 4. Tables 
 
In this appendix, question-wise all the tables are presented. The numbers of the tables correspond to the questionnaire 
numbers. We will make a distinction in: 
2 case study areas: traditional forest area Ede and afforestation area Stadskanaal • 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
4 groups within the case study areas: community inhabitants of Ede, landowners of Ede, community inhabitants of 
Stadskanaal and landowners of Stadskanaal 
CI stands for community inhabitants and LO for landowners 
 
The results at case study area level are weighted for the distribution of community inhabitants and landowners. In each 
table the number of respondents is presented. Besides, the statistics are given:  
the confidence level: *  means P < 0.05, ** means P < 0.01 and *** means P < 0.001; 
n.s. = not significant correlation; 
CV = Cramer’s V, which is an association measure; 
Eta2 refers to the amount of variation in the dependent (i.e. interval) variable that is accounted for by the independent 
(i.e. nominal or ordinal) variable (Bryman and Cramer, 1999: 189). 
 
Table 1a. Length of residence in the locality (N=841) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 Ede Stadskanaal CI LO CI LO 
Don’t live in this locality (%) 1 2 1 11 1 15 
 n.s. CV = 0,27 *** 
Average length (years) 28.8 31.4 28.4 45.3 31.0 42.2 
 Eta2=.01 * Eta2=.41 *** 
 
Table 1b. Children or other relations living in this locality (N=845) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 Ede Stadskanaal CI LO CI LO 
Yes 76 76 76 83 76 73 
No 24 24 24 17 24 27 
 n.s. n.s. 
 
Table 1c. Location daily work (%, N=804) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 Ede Stadskanaal CI LO CI LO 
Inside locality (included both) 67 70 67 78 70 70 
Outside locality 33 30 33 22 30 30 
n.s.  CV = 0,10 *  
 
Table 1d/e. Main brought up location (to the age of 18 years) (%, N=829) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 Ede Stadskanaal CI LO CI LO 
Inside locality 39 44 39 75 43 66 
Outside locality 61 56 61 25 57 34 
 n.s. CV = 0,29 ** 
If outside locality (N=390) 
Rural area 55 77 55 58 77 75 
Urban area 45 23 45 42 23 25 
 CV = 0,23 ***  CV = 0,22 ***
 
rTable 1f. Identity of the a ea (%, N=819) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 Ede Stadskanaal CI LO CI LO 
Rural 88 91 87 89 91 92 
Urban 11 7 12 8 8 7 
Both rural and urban 1 2 1 3 1 1 
 n.s. n.s. 
 
 
Table 2. Level of attachment to the locality (1= strongly detached, 5= s rongly attached) (N=828)  t  
 Ede Stadskanaal Ede Stadskanaal 
   CI LO CI LO 
Level of attachment to the locality 3.7 4.0 3.7 3.8 4.0 3.8 
Eta2=0.03 *** Eta2=0.02 ***   
 
 
  
Table 3. Rural identity of the locality (% who ticked alternative, maximum 3) (N=845) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Signi-
ficance 
CI LO CI LO 
Signi-
ficance 
Occupied by agricultural sector 30 60 
CV=.30 
*** 
29 56 59 79 
CV=.36 
*** 
Occupied by production forestry  7 3 
CV=.09 
** 
7 15 3 6 
CV=.15 
*** 
Occupied by nature/wilderness 62 21 
CV=.42 
*** 
63 49 21 18 
CV=.40 
*** 
Remote and sparsely populated 1 13 
CV=.23 
*** 
1 3 13 12 
CV=.20 
*** 
Rural adjacent to urban areas 35 24 
CV=.12 
*** 
35 33 24 23 
CV=.12 
** 
Centre of business activities 
surrounded by countryside 
52 80 
CV=.30 
*** 
52 50 80 72 
CV=.28 
*** 
Urbanised 10 5 
CV=.09 
** 
9 14 5 5 
CV=.13 
** 
Visited by high number of tourists 48 7 
CV=.47 
*** 
49 32 7 3 
CV=.46 
*** 
 
 
 
Table 4. A titudes with respect to the quality of life in the locality (1= st ongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree; N=between 
800 and 830) 
t r  
   General Ede Stadskanaal 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Signi-
ficance 
CI LO CI LO 
Signi-
ficance 
A very attractive setting for houses 3.9 4.0 
Eta2=.01 
* 
3.9 3.9 4.0 3.8 
Eta2=.01 
* 
Peace and quiet with low traffic 2.7 3.3 
Eta2=.11 
*** 
2.7 2.7 3.3 3.4 
Eta2=.12 
*** 
Beautiful landscape scenery 4.1 3.6 
Eta2=.12 
*** 
4.1 4.1 3.6 3.9 
Eta2=.09 
*** 
A landscape which is characteristically 
different from other places 
3.2 3.2 n.s. 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 n.s. 
Unpolluted air, water and soil 3.6 3.9 
Eta2=.04 
*** 
3.6 3.8 3.9 4.1 
Eta2=.05 
*** 
Very good overall services such as 
public transport, shops and schools 
3.4 3.6 
Eta2=.01 
** 
3.4 3.4 3.6 3.3 
Eta2=.01 
* 
Plenty of opportunities for recreation 
and sports 
3.9 4.0 n.s. 3.9 3.9 4.0 3.7 
Eta2=.02 
** 
A lot of forests 4.4 2.9 
Eta2=.46 
*** 
4.4 4.3 2.9 3.0 
Eta2=.44 
*** 
A rich variety of nature and wildlife 4.1 3.2 
Eta2=.25 
*** 
4.1 4.2 3.2 3.4 
Eta2=.24 
*** 
A closely knit community 2.8 3.1 
Eta2=.04 
*** 
2.8 3.1 3.1 3.3 
Eta2=.05 
*** 
A strong sense of history and tradition 2.8 3.1 
Eta2=.02 
*** 
2.8 3.1 3.1 3.4 
Eta2=.05 
*** 
A very sparse population 2.2 2.7 
Eta2=.06 
*** 
2.2 2.4 2.6 2.9 
Eta2=.09 
*** 
A prevalence of low incomes 2.8 3.5 
Eta2=.18 
*** 
2.8 2.9 3.5 3.4 
Eta2=.15 
*** 
Too many visiting tourists 3.2 2.4 
Eta2=.17 
*** 
3.2 3.5 2.4 2.6 
Eta2=.19 
*** 
Too much crime 3.7 2.9 
Eta2=.15 
*** 
3.7 3.8 2.9 3.2 
Eta2=.14 
*** 
Very few employment opportunities 2.4 3.4 
Eta2=.26 
*** 
2.4 2.4 3.4 3.2 
Eta2=.23 
*** 
No involvement of locals in how the 
area is developed 
3.2 3.1 n.s. 3.2 3.1 3.1 3.2 n.s. 
Conflict between different uses of land 
such as for tourism, industry and 
farming 
3.4 2.7 
Eta2=.16 
*** 
3.4 4.0 2.7 3.3 
Eta2=.22 
*** 
Too many houses being built in the 
recent past 
3.4 2.7 
Eta2=.11 
*** 
3.4 3.5 2.7 2.7 
Eta2=.12 
*** 
Too much industrial developmen
including factories 
t, 
3.1 2.3 
Eta2=.20 
*** 
3.1 3.5 2.3 2.4 
Eta2=.22 
*** 
 
 
 
 
Table 5.Current impor ance of activities to the economy of this locality (N=between 825 and 830) (1=no importance/non 
existent, 2=some impor ance, 3=high importance)
t
t  
   General Ede Stadskanaal 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
CI LO CI LO 
Signi-
ficance 
Farming 2.3 2.3 
 Signi-
ficance 
n.s. 2.3 2.6 2.3 2.7 
Eta =.07 2
*** 
Forestry 2.2 1.7 
Eta =.10 2
*** 
2.2 2.1 1.7 
Eta =.13 2
*** 
Commercial trade 2.4 2.6 
Eta =.03 2
1.5 
2.4 2.5 
** 
2.6 2.5 
Eta =.02 2
** 
Tourism 2.4 2.1 
Eta =.06 2
*** 
2.4 2.1 2.1 
Eta =.08 2
*** 
Industry 2.3 2.6 
Eta =.05 2
1.9 
2.3 2.3 
*** 
2.6 2.5 
Eta =.04 2
*** 
1.6 1.6 n.s. 1.6 1.3 1.6 1.5 
Eta =.03 2
Note: the respondents who said ‘I don’t know’ have been excluded. On average 4% o  them have used this option, except for crafts, 16% of 
the respondents have used this option (based upon the unweighted responses)
Table 6. Preferable future for this locality (N=835; % who ticked alternative, at maximum 3) 
 General Ede 
 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Signi-
ficance 
CI LO CI 
Signi-
ficance 
Intensive factory farming  7 13 
CV=.11 
** 
6 36 12 
Crafts 
*** 
 f
 
 
  Stadskanaal 
LO 
40 
CV=.36 
*** 
Organic farming 50 25 
*** 
50 44 24 27 
CV=.12 
*** 
Numbers of visiting tourists 13 25 
CV=.16 
*** 
13 9 21 
CV=.17 
*** 
CV=.26 
25 
Industrial activities  7 27 
CV=.27 
*** 
7 15 27 30 
*** 
Built-up areas 6 6 n.s. 6 10 6 n.s. 
Employment opportunities 26 59 
CV=.33 
*** 
25 32 54 
CV=.30 
*** 
The amount of forests 29 41 
CV=.12 
** 
21 41 22 
CV=.18 
*** 
The amount of nature and wildlife 
areas 
59 38 
CV=.25 
8 
59 
30 
CV=.21 
*** 
60 33 39 26 
CV=.26 
*** 
The availability of services 38 34 n.s. 38 13 34 36 
CV=.19 
*** 
Scenic beauty of landscape 45 26 
CV=.20 
*** 
45 47 25 27 
CV=.20 
Strength of bond / friendship 
between neighbours 
26 19 
CV=.07 
*** 
25 34 19 21 
CV=.12 
** 
*** 
 
rTable 7a. F equency outdoor recreational activities in this locality in the open countryside (year 2000) (N=707) 
 Ede Stadskanaal Ede Stadskanaal 
   CI LO CI LO 
Never 7  8 6 10 8 13 
Once 4 3 5 4 3 6 
2 to 4 times per year 26 28 26 18 29 24 
Monthly 27 23 27 23 23 20 
Weekly 26 26 26 28 26 28 
Daily 10 12 10 17 11 9 
 n.s. n.s. 
 
 
 
Table 7b. Frequency outdoor recreational activities in this locality in the forests (year 2000) (N=700) 
 Ede Stadskanaal Ede Stadskanaal 
   CI LO CI LO 
Never 3  8 3 6 7 21 
Once 2 7 2 7 7 8 
2 to 4 times per year 26 29 26 28 29 28 
Monthly 26 31 26 23 32 18 
Weekly 33 19 33 25 19 21 
Daily 10 6 10 11 6 4 
  CV=.22 ***  CV=.18 ***  
 
Table 8a. Agreement on freedom of access for recreation to private forests and public o  sta e forests (N=813 and 825) r t
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 Ede Stadskanaal CI LO CI LO 
% agree free access privately owned 
forests 
50 58 50 37 60 34 
  CV=.09 *   CV=.20 *** 
% agree free access public or state 
forests 
97 98 96 96 98 95 
 n.s. n.s. 
 
Table 8b. Agreement on freedom of access for recreation to private forests and public or state forests (N=309 and 315) 
 Ede Stadskanaal 
 
Forester  Farmer 
Forest-
farmer 
Forester Farmer  
Forest-
farmer 
% agree free access privately owned 
forests 
39 39 32 55 32 37 
  n.s. 
% agree free access public or state 
forests 
100 96 95 100 95 95 
 n.s. 
 
Table 9. Approximate distance to the nearest forest (%; N=834) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 Ede Stadskanaal CI LO CI LO 
Immediately beside my house 6 5 5 18 4 13 
Less than 500 meters 25 16 25 18 16 17 
Between 500 meters and 2 Km 50 44 51 31 45 38 
More than 2 Km 18 32 18 32 32 29 
I do not know 1 3 1 1 3 3 
 CV=.19 ***   CV=.15 *** 
 
Table 10. Opinions with respect to the amount of forests in this locality (%, N=830) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 Ede Stadskanaal CI LO CI LO 
Low - 41 -- 2 42 29 
Medium 29 53 29 29 53 53 
High 70 5 70 69 4 16 
I don’t know 1 2 1 -- 1 2 
  CV=.73 ***  CV=.39 ***  
 
 
 
Table 11a. Opinions with respect to the amount of forests at different spatial levels (N=between 765 and 792) (1 = too 
little, 2 = OK as it is, 3 = too much; people excluded who said ‘I don’t know’)  
    Ede Stadskanaal  
 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Significance CI LO CI LO 
Significance 
Next to where I live 1.8 1.6 
eta2=.06 
*** 
1.8 1.9 1.6 1.8 
Eta2=.07 
*** 
In this locality 1.8 1.3 
eta2=.28 
*** 
1.8 1.9 1.3 1.6 
Eta2=.24 
*** 
In the Netherlands 1.3 1.5 
eta2=.03 
*** 
1.3 1.6 1.4 1.7 
Eta2=.10 
*** 
Note: the respondents who said ‘I don’t know’ have been excluded. On average 2% o  them have used this option  except for ‘in the
Netherlands’, 8% of the respondents have used this option (based upon the unweighted responses). 
 f  ,  
 
Table 11b. Opinions with respect to the amoun  of forests a  different spatial levels (N=286) (1 = too little, 2 = OK as i  is,
3 = too much; people excluded who said ‘I don’t know’) 
t t t  
 Ede Stadskanaal 
 
Forester  Farmer 
Forest-
farmer 
Forester Farmer  
Forest-
farmer 
In this locality 2.0 2.0 1.8 1.1 1.7 1.4 
 Eta2=.14 *** 
 
Table 11c. Do the answers you have indicated depend upon the type of fores ? (N=804) t
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 Ede Stadskanaal CI LO CI LO 
% cases depending on type of forest 20 19 20 18 18 28 
 n.s. n.s. 
 
Table 12. Level of attachment to the forests in the locality (1= strongly detached, 5= strongly attached; N=826) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 Ede Stadskanaal CI LO CI LO 
Mean level of attachment 4.2 3.8 4.2 4.0 3.8 3.4 
   eta2=.06 *** t    e a2=.10 ***
 
 
 
Table 13a. Atti udes on the role of forestry in the locality (1= strongly disagree, 5 = s rongly agree; N=between 807 and 
829) 
t t
   General Ede Stadskanaal 
Forests in this locality Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Significance CI LO CI LO Significance 
Improve the attractiveness of living 
here 
4.4 4.2 
Eta2=.02 
*** 
4.4 4.0 4.2 3.7 
Eta2=.09 
*** 
Provide good employment for local 
people 
2.9 3.0 n.s. 2.9 2.8 3.0 2.6 
Eta2=.03 
*** 
Provide good incomes for local 
people 
2.9 2.9 n.s. 2.7 2.9 2.5 2.9 Eta2=.04*** 
Have created a landscape 
characteristic different 
3.8 3.4 
Eta2=.06 
*** 
3.8 3.5 3.4 3.2 
Eta2=.07 
*** 
Are of important historical or cultural 
value 
3.9 3.3 
Eta2=.09 
*** 
3.9 3.8 3.3 3.0 
Eta2=.13 
*** 
Protect our air, water and soil 4.4 4.3 n.s. 4.4 4.2 4.3 3.9 
Eta2=.06 
*** 
Are a threat for other land use 
activities as farming 
2.4 2.8 
Eta2=.05 
*** 
2.3 3.3 2.7 3.5 
Eta2=.17 
*** 
Create a sense of isolation between 
neighbours 
2.5 2.7 
Eta2=.01 
** 
2.4 2.9 2.7 3.0 
Eta2=.04 
*** 
Are here against the wishes of local 
people 
1.9 2.3 
Eta2=.06 
*** 
1.8 2.3 2.3 2.8 
Eta2=.14 
*** 
Deteriorate the beauty of landscape 1.6 2.1 
Eta2=.08 
*** 
1.6 1.9 2.1 2.6 
Eta2=.13 
*** 
Are very poor in terms of the variety 
of plants and animals 
2.3 2.8 
Eta2=.06 
*** 
2.3 2.3 2.7 2.9 
Eta2=.07 
*** 
Provide very few opportunities for 
recreation and sports 
2.0 2.5 
Eta2=.06 
*** 
2.0 2.2 2.6 2.5 
Eta2=.06 
*** 
 
Table 13b. A titudes on local forest quality dimensions (1= strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree; N=798) t
   General Ede Stadskanaal 
Forests in this locality Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Significance CI LO CI LO Significance 
Are beneficial 3.7 3.5 
Eta2=.03 
*** 
3.7 3.5 3.5 3.1 
Eta2=.12 
*** 
Are harmful 1.9 2.3 
Eta2=.09 
*** 
1.9 2.4 2.3 2.7 
Eta2=.17 
*** 
Have nothing to offer 1.9 2.4 
Eta2=.10 
*** 
1.9 2.2 2.4 2.7 
Eta2=.13 
*** 
 
Table 13c. Attitudes on local forest quality dimensions (1= strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree; N=798) 
 Ede Stadskanaal  
Forests in this locality 
Forester  Farmer Forest-
farmer 
Forester Farmer  Forest-
farmer 
Significance 
Are beneficial 3.5 3.4 3.6 3.6 3.0 3.5 
Eta2=.13 
*** 
Are harmful 2.1 2.5 2.4 2.3 2.8 2.4 
Eta2=.10 
*** 
Have nothing to offer 2.1 2.2 2.1 2.4 2.8 2.4 
Eta2=.13 
*** 
 
 
 
Table 14. Perceived threats for the forests in the locality (1=not threatened, 2=somewhat threatened, 3=highly threatened; 
N=between 791 and 805) 
 General   Ede Stadskanaal 
 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Signi-
ficance 
CI LO CI LO Significance 
Fires 1.7 1.2 
Eta2=.22 
*** 
1.7 1.6 1.1 1.1 
Eta2=.21 
*** 
Pollution 2.1 1.6 
Eta2=.14 
*** 
2.1 1.7 1.6 1.4 
Eta2=.16 
*** 
Storms 1.7 1.4 
Eta2=.07 
*** 
1.7 1.6 1.4 1.3 
Eta2=.07 
*** 
Excessive wood harvesting 1.4 1.1 
Eta2=.08 
*** 
1.4 1.2 1.1 1.1 
Eta2=.07 
*** 
Illegal logging 1.4 1.1 
Eta2=.09 
*** 
1.4 1.1 1.1 1.1 
Eta2=.08 
*** 
Hunting 1.3 1.2 
Eta2=.01 
** 
1.3 1.1 1.2 1.2 
Eta2=.03 
*** 
Farming 1.3 1.3 n.s. 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.3 n.s. 
Too many visitors 1.4 1.2 
Eta2=.07 
*** 
1.4 1.4 1.1 1.3 
Eta2=.05 
*** 
Urban development 2.2 1.4 
Eta2=.22 
*** 
2.1 1.9 1.4 1.4 
Eta2=.19 
*** 
Poor forest management 1.5 1.3 
Eta2=.03 
*** 
1.4 1.7 1.4 1.2 
Eta2=.05 
*** 
Note: the respondents who said ‘I don’t know’ have been excluded. On average 10% of them have used this option, except or ‘excessive 
woodharvesting’ 22%, ‘illegal logging’ 19%, ‘hunting’ 19%, and ‘poor forest management’ 30% of the respondents have used one of these 
options (based upon the unweighted responses). 
  f
 
Table 15a Attitudes on rules and regulations with respect to forestry in the locality (1= s rongly disagree, 5 = strongly 
agree; N=between 816 and 832) 
t  
   General Ede Stadskanaal 
 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Signi-
ficance 
CI LO CI LO Significance 
Proper consultation to local people 
on forests plantation/management 2.7 2.9 
Eta2=.02 
*** 
2.7 2.6 2.9 2.9 
Eta2=.02 
*** 
Involvement of not landowners in 
land use decision making 3.7 3.7 n.s. 3.7 2.5 3.8 2.7 
Eta2=.25 
*** 
Necessity strict environmental rules 
on planting/management new 
forests 
3.3 3.3 n.s. 3.3 2.7 3.4 2.8 
Eta2=.08 
* 
Too much pressure from the Forest 
Service to develop and manage 
forests 
2.8 2.7 
Eta2=.01 
* 
2.8 3.1 2.7 3.0 
Eta2=.04 
*** 
Respect from the Forest Service to 
local community’s wishes on forests 
plantations and management 
2.6 2.9 
Eta2=.03 
*** 
2.6 2.7 2.9 3.0 
Eta2=.03 
*** 
No trust on local County Council on 
land use policies 
3.4 2.8 
Eta2=.08 
*** 
3.3 3.5 2.8 3.0 
Eta2=.08 
* 
 
 
 
Table 15b Attitudes on rules and regulations with respect to forestry in the locality (1= s rongly disagree, 5 = strongly
agree; N=between 816 and 832) 
t   
  Ede Stadskanaal 
 
Forester  Farmer 
Forest-
farmer 
Forester Farmer  
Forest-
farmer 
Significance 
Proper consultation to local people 
on forests plantation/management 2.6 2.6 2.7 2.9 2.9 3.2 
Eta2=.04 
* 
Involvement of not landowners in 
land use decision making 
2.3 2.5 2.7 3.2 2.6 3.2 n.s. 
Necessity strict environmental rules 
on planting/management new 
forests 
2.4 2.8 2.8 2.6 2.8 2.9 n.s. 
Too much pressure from the Forest 
Service to develop and manage 
forests 
2.9 3.1 3.2 2.3 3.2 2.6 
Eta2=.05 
* 
Respect from the Forest Service to 
local community’s wishes on forests 
plantations and management 
2.6 2.6 2.8 3.4 2.9 3.4 
Eta2=.06 
** 
No trust on local County Council on 
land use policies 
3.1 3.5 3.9 2.7 3.1 2.8 
Eta2=.09 
*** 
 
Table 16a. Opinions with respect to grants and subsidies (% agreement, N=836) 
 General   Ede Stadskanaal 
 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Signi-
ficance 
CI LO CI LO Significance 
Farmers should be paid grants or 
subsidies to support their farming 
enterprises 
54 58 n.s. 53 57 57 74 
CV=.16 
*** 
Farmers should be paid grants or 
subsidies to enhance and sustain the 
landscape 
89 84 
CV=.07 
* 
89 90 84 89 n.s. 
Private landowners should be paid 
grants or subsidies to plant trees on 
their lands 
56 59 n.s. 55 70 58 71 
CV=.14 
*** 
Private landowners should be paid 
grants or subsidies to manage and 
protect their forests 
64 61 n.s. 64 72 61 75 
CV=.20 
*** 
Private landowners should be paid 
grants or subsidies to allow people 
to visit their forest for recreation 
57 60 n.s. 57 61 60 67 n.s. 
Note: the respondents who said ‘I don’t know’ have been excluded. On average 10% of them have used this option (based upon the 
unweighted responses). 
 
 
Table 16b Opinions with respect to grants and subsidies (% agreement, N=be ween 288 and 307) t
  Ede Stadskanaal 
 
Forester  Farmer 
Forest-
farmer 
Forester Farmer  
Forest-
farmer 
Significance 
Farmers should be paid grants or 
subsidies to support their farming 
enterprises 
41 60 57 67 79 55 
CV=.24 
** 
Farmers should be paid grants or 
subsidies to enhance and sustain the 
landscape 
72 91 97 91 90 89 n.s. 
Private landowners should be paid 
grants or subsidies to plant trees on 
their lands 
53 67 86 82 69 95 
CV=.21 
** 
Private landowners should be paid 
grants or subsidies to manage and 
protect their forests 
65 67 88 73 74 95 
CV=.20 
* 
Private landowners should be paid 
grants or subsidies to allow people 
to visit their forest for recreation 
53 56 76 73 67 81 n.s. 
Note: the respondents who said ‘I don’t know’ have been excluded. 
 
 
 
Table 17a. Opinions on the priority that should be given to forest benefits (1= low priority, 2 =medium priority, 3 = high
prior ty; N=between 819 and 832) 
 
i
   General Ede Stadskanaal 
 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Signi-
ficance 
CI LO CI LO Significance 
Recreation for local people 2.1 2.3 
Eta2=.03 
*** 
2.1 1.8 2.3 1.9 
Eta2=.07 
*** 
Business activities 1.4 2.0 
Eta2=.16 
*** 
1.4 1.5 2.0 1.9 
Eta2=.13 
* 
Nature conservation 2.7 2.6 
Eta2=.01 
** 
2.7 2.2 2.6 2.0 
Eta2=.17 
*** 
Providing attractive landscape 2.6 2.5 n.s. 2.6 2.2 2.5 2.2 
Eta2=.07 
*** 
Protection of air water and soil 2.8 2.7 
Eta2=.01 
* 
2.8 2.4 2.7 2.3 
Eta2=.10 
*** 
Note: the respondents who said ‘I don’t know’ have been excluded. On average 2% o  them have used this option  except for ‘business
activities’ 6% o  the respondents have used this option (based upon the unweighted responses). 
 f  ,  
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Table 17b. Opinions on the priority that should be given to forest benefits (1= low priority, 2 =medium priority, 3 = high 
priority; N=between 308 and 316) 
 Ede Stadskanaal  
 
Forester  Farmer 
Forest-
farmer 
Forester Farmer  
Forest-
farmer 
Significance 
Recreation for local people 2.0 1.8 1.7 2.0 1.9 2.1 
n.s. 
 
Business activities 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.6 2.0 1.7 
Eta2=.10 
*** 
Nature conservation 2.4 2.1 2.3 2.2 2.0 2.4 
Eta2=.04 
* 
Providing attractive landscape 2.2 2.1 2.4 2.2 2.1 2.5 
Eta2=.03 
* 
Protection of air water and soil 2.5 2.4 2.6 2.5 2.2 2.6 
Eta2=.04 
* 
Note: the respondents who said ‘I don’t know’ have been excluded. On average 2% o  them have used this option  except for ‘business
activities’ 6% o  the respondents have used this option. 
 f  ,  
, f
 
Table 18a. Average owned, rented and total type of area between case study areas (N=302)  
 Ede Stadskanaal Significance 
Own forest land 38.3 2.4 n.s. 
Own grazing land 9.4 5.3 n.s. 
Own crops 5.6 18.7 Eta2=.07*** 
Own scrub/wasteland 0.5 0.3 n.s. 
Own other type land 6.5 0.2 n.s. 
Rented forest land 1.7E-02 0.1 n.s. 
Rented grazing land 0.6 0.1 n.s. 
Rented crops 0.9 2.4 Eta2=.01* 
Rented scrub/wasteland 0 0 n.s. 
Rented other type land 0 2.5E-02 n.s. 
Total forest land 38.3 2.5 n.s. 
Total grazing land 10.1 5.5 n.s. 
Total crops 6.4 21.0 Eta2=.07 *** 
Total scrub/wasteland 0.5 0.3 n.s. 
Total other type land 6.5 0.2 n.s. 
Total land area 61.8 29.6 n.s. 
 
 
 
Table 18b. Average owned, rented and total type of area between landowners and case study areas (N=301)  
 Ede Stadskanaal  
 Forester  Farmer 
Forest-
farmer 
Forester Farmer  
Forest-
farmer 
Significance 
Own forest land 8.0 0 142.9 4.7 0 18.8 Eta2=.07*** 
Own grazing land 0 6.6 19.9 0 3.2 23.9 n.s. 
Own crops 0 3.5 12.7 0 21.5 10.3 Eta2=.12*** 
Own scrub/wasteland 0.3 2.8E-02 1.9 1.1 0 2.5 n.s. 
Own other type land 0.2 4.2E-02 24.5 0.4 0.1 0.3 n.s. 
Rented forest land 0 0 6.5E-02 0.4 0 0.8 Eta2=.05** 
Rented grazing land 0 0.2 1.7 0 0.2 0 Eta2=.04* 
Rented crops 0 0.5 2.0 0 2.7 1.3 n.s. 
Rented scrub/wasteland 0 0 0 0 0 0 n.s. 
Rented other type land 0 0 0 0 3.0E-02 0 n.s. 
Total forest land 8.0 0 143.0 5.1 0 19.6 Eta2=.07*** 
Total grazing land 0 6.9 21.6 0 3.2 23.9 Eta2=.04* 
Total crops 0 4.0 14.7 0 24.2 11.6 Eta2=.13*** 
Total scrub/wasteland 0.3 2.8E-02 1.9 1.1 0 2.5 Eta2=.05* 
Total other type land 0.2 4.2E-02 24.5 0.4 0.2 0.3 n.s. 
Total land area 8.5 10.9 205.8 6.6 27.8 57.9 Eta2=.09*** 
 
Table 18c Total land area subdivided in classes for each landowner group (N=301) 
 Ede Stadskanaal 
 Forester  Farmer Forest-farmer Forester Farmer  
Forest- 
farmer 
Less than 5 hectares 79 70 30 45 32 38 
Between 5 and 25 hectares 14 29 40 55 24 25 
Between 25 and 100 hectares 7 - 11 - 40 25 
More than 100 hectares - 1 19 - 4 12 
Average size per owner 8.5 10.9 205.8 6.6 27.8 57.9 
Cramer’s V 0.33 *** 
 
Table 19. Amount of landowners involved in any enterprise(s) on their land (%, N=264) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Forester  
Far-
mer 
Forest-
farmer 
Forester  
Far-
mer 
Forest-farmer 
% land owners involved 7 6 8 8 7 13 5 13 
 n.s. n.s. 
 
Table 20a. Daily management farmlands (foresters excluded; %; N=259) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 Ede Stadskanaal Farmer Forest-farmer Farmer Forest-farmer 
Yourself only without help 38 29 41 30 29 36 
Yourself with family or staff 45 46 42 53 46 55 
Other family members only 5 10 6 4 10 9 
Hired staff 3 2 1 7 1 -- 
Company/consultant 3 3 3 3 3 -- 
Other 6 10 7 3 11 -- 
 n.s. n.s. 
 
 
 
Table 20b Daily management forest lands (farmers excluded; %; N=42) . 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 
Ede Stadskanaal Forester 
Forest-
farmer 
Forester 
Forest-
farmer 
Yourself only without help 42 61 60 29 63 60 
Yourself with family or staff 54 33 40 64 25 40 
Other family members only -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Hired staff 4 -- -- 7 -- -- 
Company/consultant -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Other -- 6 -- -- 12 -- 
 n.s. n.s. 
 
Table 21a. Membership farming organisation (foresters excluded; %; N=276) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 
Ede Stadskanaal Farmer 
Forest-
farmer 
Farmer 
Forest-
farmer 
Yes members 38 59 38 40 62 39 
 CV=.20 **  CV=.23 ** 
 
Table 21b. Membership forestry organisation (farmers excluded; %, N=61) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 
Ede Stadskanaal Forester 
Forest-
farmer 
Forester 
Forest-
farmer 
Yes members 15 15 14 15 14 15 
 n.s. n.s. 
 
Table 22. Attitudes on forest planting and management issues in the locality (% agreement, N= between 134 and 289) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Fores-
ter 
Farmer  
Forest-
farmer 
Fores-
ter 
Farmer  
Forest-
farmer 
1.Providing grants for forestry results in 
unfair competition with agriculture 
60 50 33 71 47 25 55 3 
2.Agriculture and forestry are conflicting 
land-uses 
32 53 13 39 25 25 58 40 
3.It is acceptable to plant fertile farmland 
with forests 
28 36 44 21 36 89 27 67 
4.More forests should be developed locally 
if agriculture is losing importance 
49 50 60 45 53 80 43 75 
5.Landowners would not plant their land if 
there were no grants or subsidies available 
83 93 69 88 77 100 93 90 
6.The grants are sufficient to successfully 
plant or manage forests 
37 34 29 37 40 43 34 30 
7.The process of getting grants for 
forestry is too complicated 
76 74 50 78 81 57 77 67 
8.There are too many regulations 
governing the planting and management of 
forests 
88 82 86 89 86 57 84 82 
1 17% of the total respondents answered “don’t know” to this question; csa: n.s., locsa: Cramer's V 0.26 **)  
 ;  
 ;
) 
 ;  
) .
) . . 
.
2) 12% don’t know  csa Cramer's V 0.22 ***, locsa Cramer's V 0.29 **
3) 13% don’t know  csa  n.s., locsa Cramer's V 0.32 *** 
4 8% don’t know; csa n.s., locsa Cramer's V 0.21 * 
5) 15% don’t know  csa Cramer's V 0.16 **, locsa Cramer's V 0.22 *
6 49% don’t know; csa  n s., locsa n.s. 
7 57% don’t know, csa n.s , locsa n.s
8) 53% don’t know; csa n.s , locsa n.s. 
 
 
 
Table 23.  Expectations for the prospects o the farm over the next 5 years (%; N=215) f 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 Ede Stadskanaal Farmer Forest-farmer Farmer Forest-farmer 
Progressive 15 25 11 23 25 22 
Stable 49 50 55 37 50 45 
Declining 36 25  34 40 25 33 
 n.s. n.s. 
 
Table 24. Development options for some or all of the property or farm within the next 5 years considered by people who 
own farm land (% yes; foresters are excluded, N=159) 
 General  Ede Stadskanaal  
 Ede Stads-
kanaal 
Signi-
ficance 
Far-
mer 
Forest-
farmer 
Farmer Forest-
farmer 
Signi-
ficance 
Sell land 22 28 n.s. 20 25 28 25 n.s. 
Rent land to others 26 16 n.s. 29 21 15 25 n.s. 
Buy land from others 51 53 n.s. 49 54 55 38 n.s. 
Rent land from others 31 48 CV=.17 * 29 33 49 38 n.s. 
Plant forests 11 10 n.s. 10 13 9 13 n.s. 
Agri-tourism 6 14 n.s. 2 13 13 25 n.s. 
Return to nature 15 7 n.s. 7 29 8 -- CV=.26 * 
 
Table 25. Reasons for not plan ing fores  (%, N=191) t t
 General  Ede Stadskanaal 
 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Signi-
ficance 
Farm  
Forest-
farmer 
Farm  Forest-farmer 
Signi-
ficance 
Never thought of it 27 29 n.s. 35 8 27 50 n.s. 
I am not allowed according local 
regulations 
3 7 n.s. 3 4 6 17 n.s. 
My land is too productive for 
trees 
31 41 n.s. 23 50 40 83 CV=.27** 
My property is small and/or 
dispersed 
26 17 n.s. 29 21 18 -- n.s. 
I do not know enough about 
forestry 
16 22 n.s. 15 21 21 50 n.s. 
I will my children decide about 
the best land use 
9 12 n.s. 8 13 12 33 n.s. 
It is not financially attractive 38 52 CV=.15 * 32 58 53 33 CV=.22 * 
There is enough forest already 
in this locality 
39 32 n.s. 38 42 33 50 n.s. 
I do not like trees/forests 2 9 CV=.14 * 2 -- 10 -- n.s. 
 
Table 26a. Awareness of schemes that encourage tree planting on farm land (%; N=209) 
 General  Ede Stadskanaal 
 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Signi-
ficance 
Farmer 
Forest-
farmer 
Farmer 
Forest-
farmer 
Signi-
ficance 
% that knows of the schemes 52 75 
CV=.25 
*** 
51 54 77 57 
CV=.26 
** 
 
Table 26b. Interest in getting involved in such schemes in the present situation of landowners who did not plant forest (%; 
N=199) 
 
 General  Ede Stadskanaal 
 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Signi-
ficance 
Farmer 
Forest-
farmer 
Farmer 
Forest-
farmer 
Signi-
ficance 
% that knows of the schemes 11 18 n.s. 9 16 16 57 CV=.24 * 
 
 
 
Table 27. Procedure through which forests were obtained (%; N=52) 
 General  Ede 
 Ede Signi-
ficance 
Fores-
ter 
Forest-
farmer 
Fores-
ter 
Signi-
ficance 
I planted forest 31 
CV=.57 
*** 
25 35 86 
CV=.58 
** 
I purchased the forest 56 
CV=.52 
*** 
42 65 14 
CV=.56 
** 
Forest was inherited 38 
Stadskanaal  
Stads-
kanaal 
Forest-
farmer 
92 90 
-- 5 
CV=.36  
5 42 35 -- 
** 
8 n.s. 
Table 28. Level of attachment to own forests (1= strongly detached, 5= strongly attached, N=54) 
General Ede Stadskanaal 
 Ede Forester Forest-farmer Forester Forest-farmer 
Level of attachment 4.5 4.8 4.9 4.8 4.3 
Eta =.08 * 2 n.s. 
Table 29. Importance of management objectives of the fores  (1=no importance/non existent, 2=some importance, 3=high 
impor ance; N=between 53 and 57) 
General  Ede Stadskanaal  
Ede Stads-
kanaal 
Signi-
ficance 
Fores-
ter 
Forest-
farmer 
Fores-
ter 
Signi-
ficance 
Income generation from wood 
production 
1.5 1.6 n.s. 1.5 1.7 1.6 n.s. 
Supply of timber for my own 
use/organisation 
1.5 n.s. 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.4 
Income from non timber goods and 
services 
1.3 1.4 n.s. 1.3 1.3 1.4 n.s. 
 
 
Stadskanaal 
4.9 
 
 
t
t
 
 Forest-
farmer 
1.4 
1.3 n.s. 
1.2 
To develop an asset for the next 
generation 
2.3 2.2 n.s. 2.0 2.5 2.2 2.1 n.s. 
Natural resources protection 2.4 2.7 
Eta2=.08 
* 
2.3 2.4 2.7 2.7 n.s. 
Good possibilities for my own 
hunting 
1.4 1.0 n.s. 1.2 1.5 1.0 n.s. 
Contribution towards biodiversity 2.5 2.4 n.s. 2.6 2.4 2.4 2.4 n.s. 
Enhancing landscape  
scenery 
2.6 2.6 n.s. 2.6 2.6 2.5 2.7 n.s. 
Catering a nice place for recreation 1.6 1.9 n.s. 1.6 1.6 2.0 1.9 n.s. 
1.1 
 
 
 
Table 30. Attitudes on value items (N=between 819 and 830; 1= strongly pre er 1f  
t
  
st item, 2= prefer 1st item, 3 = neutral, 
4= prefer 2nd item, 5 = s rongly prefer 2nd item) 
General Ede Stadskanaal I most prefer a society that… 
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Signi-
ficance 
CI LO CI LO 
Signi-
ficance 
Exploits nature to bring prosperity – protects nature and 
gives it a chance to develop 
4.2 4.0 
Eta2=.01 
** 
4.3 3.5 4.1 3.1 
Eta2=.12 
*** 
Puts top priority on: economic growth – pollution control 
3.9 3.4 
Eta2=.05 
*** 
3.9 3.0 3.4 2.7 
Eta2=.13 
*** 
Brings: more prosperity even at some risk – prosperity 
only if it is without risks 
3.8 3.6 
Eta2=.01 
* 
3.8 3.3 3.6 3.0 
Eta2=.07 
*** 
Requires people to be productive in their work, even if it 
means it is less enjoyable – puts emphasis on enjoyment 
of work even if it reduces productiveness 
4.0 3.9 n.s. 4.0 3.5 3.9 3.5 
Eta2=.04 
*** 
Lets: politicians make the decisions – people fully 
participate in political decisions 
4.1 4.1 n.s. 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.0 n.s. 
Judges people on: what they achieve – who they are 
4.3 4.3 n.s. 4.4 4.0 4.3 4.0 
Eta2=.02 
*** 
Calls for respect for: authority - individual moral 
judgement 
3.5 3.6 n.s. 3.5 2.7 3.7 3.1 
Eta2=.06 
** 
Expects people to observe family and community 
traditions – stimulates people to develop individual life-
styles 
3.1 3.0 n.s. 3.1 2.3 3.0 2.7 
Eta2=.05 
*** 
Preserves Sundays strictly for non-working activities - 
lets people freely choose if they want to work on 
Sundays or not 
3.2 3.2 n.s. 3.3 2.4 3.2 3.0 
Eta2=.04 
* 
Requires people to be disciplined for society’s sake – 
provides for individual freedom 
3.5 3.7 
Eta2=.01 
* 
3.5 3.0 3.7 3.4 
Eta2=.03 
*** 
Puts top priority on: isolating criminals from society - re-
integration of criminals into society 
2.7 2.7 n.s. 2.7 2.1 2.7 2.4 
Eta2=.04 
*** 
Demands without discussion that people spend time on 
community interests and welfare – honours people for 
voluntarily spending time spend on community interests 
and welfare 
4.1 4.1 n.s. 4.1 3.9 4.1 3.8 
Eta2=.01 
* 
 
Table 31. Gender (%; N=842) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 Ede Stadskanaal CI LO CI LO 
Female 44 36 44 25 37 27 
Male 56 64 56 75 63 73 
 n.s.  CV=.16 *** 
 
Table 32. Age (N=836) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 Ede Stadskanaal CI LO CI LO 
Mean age 51.2 51.5 51.1 54.6 51.3 55.2 
 n.s. Eta2=.02 ** 
 
  
Table 33. Amount of adults and children living in the same household (N=829 and 830) 
General Ede Stadskanaal  
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Signi-
ficance 
CI LO CI LO Significance 
Mean adults 2.0 1.9 n.s. 2.0 2.5 1.9 1.9 
Eta2=.04 
*** 
Mean children 0.9 0.6 
Eta2=.02 
*** 
0.9 1.1 0.6 0.5 
Eta2=.03 
*** 
Mean household members 2.9 2.5 
Eta2=.02 
*** 
2.9 3.5 2.5 2.4 
Eta2=.05 
*** 
 
 
 
Table 34. Achieved level of education (%; N=822) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 Ede Stadskanaal CI LO CI LO 
Primary school 3 13 3 15 13 9 
Intermediate certificate 22 21 22 27 21 22 
Leaving certificate 42 47 42 45 47 50 
University/College 33 19 33 13 19 19 
  CV=.22 ***  CV=.13 *** 
 
  
Table 35. Present situation with respect to work (% ticked option; more than one answering option; N=842) 
General Ede Stadskanaal  
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Signi-
ficance 
CI LO CI LO 
Significance 
At work as employee 53 49 n.s. 54 25 50 21 
CV=.30 
*** 
Self employment (non-agricultural)  9 7 n.s. 8 21 7 5 
CV=.18 
*** 
Farmer/forester  3  2 n.s. 2 36 1 42 
CV=.51 
*** 
Student/pupil 1 1 n.s. -- 1 1 1 n.s. 
Unemployed -- 4 
CV=.14 
*** 
-- 1 4 2 
CV=.12 
** 
Retired 24 27 n.s. 24 19 27 29 n.s. 
Home duties 15 12 n.s. 15 13 12 11 n.s. 
 
r
  
Table 36a. Membership o ganisations/associations local level (% ticked option; more than one answering option; N=763) 
General Ede Stadskanaal  
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Signi-
ficance 
CI LO CI LO 
Significance 
Environment and nature 18 7 
CV=.17 
*** 
19 12 7 9 
CV=.15 
** 
Local heritage/history 10 8 n.s. 10 10 8 9 n.s. 
Youth activities/interests 4 4 
CV=.09 
* 
4 6 4 7 n.s. 
Housing association 6 11 
CV=.10 
* 
6 -- 12 2 
CV=.19 
*** 
Art and culture 14 13 n.s. 15 3 13 7 
CV=.15 
** 
Sporting 38 39 n.s. 39 22 39 28 
CV=.15 
** 
Religion 42 39 n.s. 42 40 39 50 n.s. 
Politics 7 7 n.s. 7 11 7 13 n.s. 
Not a member of any organisation 16 17 n.s. 16 21 17 7 
CV=.16 
** 
 
 
 
Table 36b. Membership organisations/associa ions national level (% ticked option; more than one answering option; 
N=650) 
t
  General Ede Stadskanaal  
Ede 
Stads-
kanaal 
Signi-
ficance 
CI LO CI LO 
Significance 
Environment and nature 58 36 
CV=.22 
*** 
59 20 37 18 
CV=.34 
*** 
Local heritage/history 1 2 n.s. 1 1 2 1 n.s. 
Youth activities/interests 1 2 n.s. 1 1 2 1 n.s. 
Housing association 5 1 
CV=.13 
*** 
5 -- 1 -- 
CV=.18 
*** 
Art and culture 12 7 
CV=.09 
* 
12 2 7 
CV=.13 
6 
* 
Sporting 7 4 
CV=.08 
* 
7 7 4 6 n.s. 
Religion 19 10 
CV=.12 
** 
19 10 10 11 
CV=.12 
* 
Politics 11  9 n.s. 11 4 9 14 
CV=.11 
* 
Not a member of any organisation 22 23 n.s. 22 19 23 15 n.s. 
 
Table 37. Net household income per year (%; N=770) 
 General Ede Stadskanaal 
 Ede Stadskanaal CI LO CI LO 
Less than 7,800 Euro 1 4 1 5 4 6 
7,800 – 13,000 Euro 10 21 11 12 21 22 
13,000 – 20,800 Euro 25 30 24 39 30 34 
More than 20,800 Euro 64 45 64 44 45 38 
 CV=.21 *** CV=.14*** 
 
 
 
Appendix 5 Value question analysis 
 
t fTable 1: Fac or analysis 1 dimensions in the values question (Cronbach's alphas and loadings o  items included in 
the compound scores marked in bold; only scores higher than 0.20 are included) 
   Factor (Component) 
Nr Item of values question q30 2 1  Mat-Pmat 2 Trad-Ind 3  Mod-Pmod 
.777   
2 Pollution control .784   
3 Prosperity .628   
4 Enjoyment of work .515  .494 
5 Political decisions   .754 
6 Judges People .354  .572 
7 Individ moral judgement .234 .446 .421 
8 Individ life-styles .122 .750  
9 Work on Sundays  .742  
10 Individual freedom  .711 .265 
11 Criminals .372 .329  
12 Community interests   .578 
     
 Cronbach's alpha .71 .66 .62 
1 Nature 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. Rotation 
converged in 6 iterations. High scores on the item are coded as pointing to Pmat and Ind respectively (alternative 
on the right in the questionnaire), and consequently to Pmod also.  
 
 
Table 2 Means on the three value dimensions (compound scores) with pair-wise significance T-tests for the four 
target g oups (Dutch sample). r
Group   MAT-PMAT 
compound score  
TRAD-IND 
compound score 
MOD-PMOD 
compound score 
Ede Inhabitants (EI) Mean 3,8422 1 2 3  3,2139 7 8 9 4,0143 13 14 15 
  N 251 251 251 
  Std. Deviation ,6200 ,8280 ,6495 
Stadskanaal Inhabitants (SI) Mean 3,6717 1 4 5 3,2486 7 10 11 4,0116 13 16 17 
  N 251 251 251 
  Std. Deviation ,6807 ,8132 ,6870 
Ede Landowners (EL) Mean 3,2235 2 4 6 2,5082 8 10 12 3,6490 14 16 18 
  N 149 147 147 
  Std. Deviation ,9216 ,8096 ,8334 
3 5 6 2,9060 9  11 12 3,7048 15 17 18 
  N 168 167 167 
  Std. Deviation ,8312 ,9138 ,7665 
Total Dutch sample Mean 3,5239 3,0344 3,8843 
  N 819 816 816 
  Std. Deviation ,7816 ,9015 ,7383 
     
T-test for independent samples 
 
(p values taken from Tables App-
001a-f) 
p value 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
1  .003 
2  .000 
3  .000 
4  .000 
5  .000 
6  .162 
7  .636 
8  .000 
9  .001 
10 .000 
11 .000 
12 .000 
13  .963 
14  .000 
15  .000 
16  .000 
17  .000 
18  .537 
Stadskanaal Landowners (SL) Mean 3,0940 
 
 
 
Table 3 Means on the three value dimensions (compound scores) with pair-wise significance T-tests for the two 
areas (Dutch sample). 
Area  MAT-PMAT 
compound score 
TRAD-IND 
compound score 
MOD-PMOD 
compound score 
Ede Mean 3,6117 1 2,9533 2 3,8794 3 
 N 400 398 398 
 Std. Deviation ,7574 ,9276 ,7431 
Stadskanaal Mean 3,4401 1 3,1117 2 3,8890 3 
 N 419 418 418 
 Std. Deviation ,7959 ,8701 ,7344 
     
T-test for independent samples 
(p values taken from Tables App-
002) 
p value 1  .002 2  .012 3  .853 
 
 
Table 4 Means on the three value dimensions (compound scores) with pair-wise significance T-tests for inhabitants 
and landowners (Dutch sample). 
  Type of target group MAT-PMAT 
compound score 
TRAD-IND 
compound score 
MOD-PMOD 
compound score 
Community inhabitant Mean 3,7570 1 3,2313 2 4,0129 3 
  N 502 502 502 
,6560 ,8200 ,6678 
  Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 
  Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 
Land owner Mean 3,1549 1 2,7197 2 3,6787 3 
  N 317 314 314 
  Std. Deviation ,8224 ,9373 ,7977 
  Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 
  Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 
     
T-test for independent samples 
(p values taken from Tables App-
003) 
p value 1  .000 2  .000 3  
  Std. Deviation 
.000 
 
 
 
Table 5 Relationship between occupational categories and value compound scores (Dutch sample).  
TRAD-IND compound 
score 
MOD-PMOD 
compound score 
OCCUPAT   MAT-PMAT 
compound score 
employed Mean 3,7698 1 2 3 4 3,2931 11 12 13 14 4,0272 21 22  23 24 
  N 301 305 301 
  Std. Deviation ,6241 ,8200 ,6307 
self-employed (non-agrar.) Mean 3,5111 1  5  6  7 2,9571 11  15 16  17 3,7873 21  25  26  27 
  N 63 63 63 
Std. Deviation ,6543 ,9871 ,8522 
farmer/forester Mean 2,8702 2  5  8  9 2,6728 12  15  18  19 3,5886 22  25  28 29 
  N 114 114 
,6735 ,7014 
retired Mean 3,4476 2,8505 3  6  8  10  13  16  18  20 3,8037 23  26  28  30 
  N 191 186 190 
  Std. Deviation ,8853 ,9813 ,8115 
home duties/ 
student/unemployed 
Mean 3,5895 4  7  9  10 3,0122 14  17  19  20 3,9756 24  27  29  30 
  N 124 123 123 
  Std. Deviation ,7565 ,8212 ,7530 
     
T-test for independent 
samples 
 
(p values taken from 
Tables App-004a-j) 
p value 
" 
" 
" 
" 
 .000 
.000 
.001 
16  .457 
.038 
 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
1  .003 
2  .000 
3  .000 
4 
5  .000 
6  .544 
7  .485 
8  .000 
9  .000 
10 .143 
11  .005 
12  .000 
13  
14  
15  .040 
17  .687 
18  .089 
19  .002 
20  .118 
21  
22  .000 
23  .001 
24  .471
25   .097 
26  .891 
27  .125 
28  .019 
29  .000 
30  .061 
  
114 
  Std. Deviation ,8047 
 
 
 
Table 6 Means on the three value dimensions (compound scores) with pair-wise significance T-tests for women and 
men (Dutch sample). 
Gender  MAT-PMAT 
compound score 
TRAD-IND 
compound score 
MOD-PMOD 
compound score 
female Mean 3,7082 1 3,1964 2 4,0128 3 
 N 282 281 281 
 Std. Deviation ,7729 ,8473 ,7383 
male Mean 3,4279 1 2,9499 2 3,8154 3 
 N 535 533 533 
 Std. Deviation ,7702 ,9191 ,7309 
     
T-test for independent samples 
(p values taken from Tables 
App-005) 
p value 1  .000 2  .000 3  .000 
 
 
 
Table 7 Dispersion of education categories over female and male groups (Dutch sample). 
   Gender 
 
Total 
    female male   
Highest Education level  Primary School 25 54 79 
  Junior/Intermediate 
Certificate 
93 89 182 
  Leaving Certificate 104 272 376 
  University/College 62 122 184 
Total   284 537 821 
     
Contingency Coefficient ,189 Approx. Sig. ,000  
 
Table 8 Analysis of variance Effects of Education and Gender on Mat-Pmat compound scores (Dutch sample). 
Source Type III Sum of Squares Mean Square df F Sig. 
2 8,941 15,263 ,000 
Intercept 806,990 1 806,990 1377,590 ,000 
Education 4,083 1 4,083 6,970 ,008 
Gender 14,896 1 14,896 25,429 ,000 
Error 466,296 796 ,586     
Total 10459,720 799       
Corrected Total 484,178 798       
Gender without 
correction by 
Education 
14,509 1 14,509 24,398 ,000 
Corrected Model 17,882 
 
 
 
Table 9 Analysis of variance Effects of Education and Gender on Trad-Ind compound scores (Dutch sample). 
Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
39,564 2 19,782 25,809 ,000 
Intercept 435,893 1 435,893 568,688 ,000 
Education 27,560 1 27,560 35,956 ,000 
Gender 14,814 1 14,814 19,327 ,000 
607,826 793 ,766     
Total 7997,990 796       
Corrected Total 647,390 795       
Gender without 
correction by 
Education 
11,183 1 11,183 13,962 ,000 
Corrected Model 
Error 
 
Table 10 Analysis of variance Effects of Education and Gender on Mod-Pmod compound scores (Dutch sample).  
Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Corrected Model 7,649 2 3,825 7,225 ,001 
Intercept 1045,091 1 1045,091 1974,350 ,000 
Education ,489 1 ,489 ,923 ,337 
Gender 7,413 1 7,413 14,005 ,000 
Error 419,762 793 ,529     
Total 12476,920 796       
Corrected Total 427,411 795       
Gender without 
correction by 
Education 
7,172 1 7,172 13,331 ,000 
 
 
Table 11 Relationship between age categories and value compound scores (Dutch sample) 
   MAT-PMAT 
compound score 
TRAD-IND 
compound score 
MOD-PMOD 
compound score 
Age category Pearson Correlation -,101 -,171 -,056 
  Sig. (2-tailed) ,004 ,000 ,112 
  N 811 808 808 
 
 
Table 12 Analysis of variance Effects of Age category (Agecat) and Gender on Mat-Pmat compound scores (Dutch 
sample) 
Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Corrected Model 19,654 2 9,827 16,710 ,000 
Intercept 1244,632 1 1244,632 2116,403 ,000 
AGECAT 4,783 1 4,783 8,133 ,004 
Gender 14,580 1 14,580 24,792 ,000 
Error 475,176 808 ,588     
Total 10598,290 811       
494,830 810       
Gender without 
correction by 
AGECAT 
14,509 1 14,509 24,398 ,000 
Corrected Total 
 
 
Table 13 Analysis of variance Effects of Age category (Agecat) and Gender on Trad-Ind compound scores (Dutch 
sample) 
Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Corrected Model 29,746 2 14,873 19,057 ,000 
Intercept 1060,058 1 1060,058 1358,222 ,000 
AGECAT 18,459 1 18,459 23,651 ,000 
Gender 10,604 1 10,604 13,586 ,000 
Error 628,282 805 ,780     
Total 8111,750 808       
Corrected Total 658,029 807       
      
Gender without 
correction by 
AGECAT 
11,183 1 11,183 13,962 ,000 
 
 
Table 14 Analysis of variance Effects of Age category (Agecat) and Gender on Mod-Pmod compound scores (Dutch 
sample). 
Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Corrected Model 8,505 2 4,252 7,909 ,000 
Intercept 1398,368 1 1398,368 2600,961 ,000 
AGECAT 1,267 1 1,267 2,356 ,125 
Gender 7,124 1 7,124 13,251 ,000 
Error 432,796 805 ,538     
Total 12648,440 808       
Corrected Total 441,301 807       
Gender without 
correction by 
AGECAT 
7,172 1 7,172 13,331 ,000 
 
 
Table 15 Relationship between net household income and value compound scores (Dutch sample). 
   MAT-PMAT 
factor score ms 
TRAD-IND factor 
score ms 
MOD-PMOD factor 
score ms 
Net household income Pearson 
Correlation 
,106 ,179 -,008 
  Sig. (2-tailed) ,004 ,000 ,830 
  N 745 745 745 
 
 
Table 16 Means on the three value dimensions (compound scores) with pair-wise significance T-tests for those who 
did not state membership of a local religious organisation vs. those who did (Dutch sample). 
Religion-Local   MAT-PMAT 
compound score 
TRAD-IND 
compound score 
MOD-PMOD 
compound score 
Not ticked Mean 3,5425 1 3,2406 2 3,9101 3 
  N 426 424 425 
  Std. Deviation ,7747 ,8392 ,7473 
Ticked Mean 3,5076 1 2,6975 2 3,8498 3 
  N 315 315 315 
  Std. Deviation ,7703 ,8544 ,7152 
Missing all elements Mean 3,4948 3,3000 3,8867 
  N 77 76 75 
  Std. Deviation ,8721 ,9941 ,7892 
Total Mean 3,5246 3,0362 3,8847 
  N 818 815 815 
  Std. Deviation ,7819 ,9007 ,7386 
     
T-test for independent samples 
(p values taken from Tables 
App-006) 
p value 1  .544 2  .000 3  .270 
 
 
Table 17 Means on the three value dimensions (compound scores) with pair-wise significance T-tests for those who 
did not state membership of a national environmental organisation vs. those who did (Dutch sample).   
Environ/Nature-National   MAT-PMAT 
compound score 
TRAD-IND 
compound score 
MOD-PMOD 
compound score 
Not ticked Mean 3,4145 1 2,9211 2 3,8447 3 
  N 256 256 255 
  Std. Deviation ,7847 ,9003 ,7109 
Ticked Mean 3,8698 1 3,3210 2 4,0723 3 
  N 225 224 224 
  Std. Deviation ,5783 ,7868 ,6061 
Missing all elements Mean 3,3766 2,9298 3,7893 
  N 338 336 337 
  Std. Deviation ,8270 ,9341 ,8139 
Total Mean 3,5239 3,0344 3,8843 
  N 819 816 816 
  Std. Deviation ,7816 ,9015 ,7383 
T-test for independent samples 
(p values taken from Tables 
App-007) 
p value 1  .000 2  .000 3  .000 
 
 
 
Appendix 6 Factor analysis results 
 
 
 Table 1 Factor analysis 1 components in the Quality of Life Question (loadings of items included in the compound 
scores marked in bold; only scores higher than 0.20 are included) 
  Factor (Component) 
Items of question 4 Over-
develop-
ment 
Weak 
economy – 
weak 
nature 
Attractive 
landscape 
Rurality Services 
Too much industrial development, 
includies factories 
.744     
Too many houses built in the recent past .712     
Conflict between different uses of land, 
such as tourism, industry and farming 
.706     
Too much crime .578     
Too many visiting tourists .570 -.300  .216  
No involvement of locals in how the area 
is developed 
.454 .408  -.306  
Very few employment opportunities  .699    
A prevalence of low incomes  .664    
A lot of forests .465 -.599 .308   
A rich variety of nature and wildlife .320 -.585 .407   
A landscape which is characteristically 
different from other places 
  .663   
Beautiful landscape scenery  -.488 .556 .214  
Unpolluted air, water and soil   .544   
Peace and quite with low traffic -.355 .249 .519 .307  
Very attractive setting for houses  -.215 .475 .230 .371 
A closely knit community     .829 
A strong sense of history and tradition    .812  
A very sparse population  .419 .312 .485  
Very good overall services     .827 
Plenty opportunities for recreation and 
sports 
    .768 
% explained variance (55.2) 18.1 15.4 9.9 6.4 5.4 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. Missing 
values: meansub (respondents with more than 2 missing values are excluded). Rotation converged in 9 iterations. 
  
 
 
Table 2 Factor analysis  1 components in the Role of Forestry  in the Quality of Life in the Area Question (loadings of 
items included in the compound scores marked in bold; only scores higher than 0.20 are included) 
  Factor (Component) 
 
Items of question 13 
Forests are 
beneficial 
Forests are 
harmful 
Forests have 
nothing to offer 
Provide good incomes for local people .814   
Provide good employment for local people .799   
Have created a landscape which is characteristically 
different from other places 
.659   
Are of important historical or cultural value .642  -.221 
Protect our air, water and soil .564 -.394  
Significantly improve the attractiveness of living here .560 -.508  
 .724  
Are here against the wishes of local people  .712 .400 
Create a sense of isolation between neighbours .241 .672  
Deteriorate the beauty of the landscape  .650 .502 
Are very poor in terms of the variety of plants and 
animals 
  .846 
Provide very few opportunities for recreation and sports   .830 
% explained variance (60.6) 32.0 20.2 8.4 
Are a threat for other land use activities such as farming 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. Missing 
values: meansub (respondents with more than 1 missing value are excluded). Rotation converged in 4 iterations. 
  
 
 Table 3 Factor analysis 1 components in the Reasons for Not Planting Forests Question (loadings of items included 
in the compound scores marked in bold; only scores higher than 0.20 are included) 
  Factor (Component) 
 
 
 
Items of question 25 
Lack of 
information 
and 
experience 
Future 
decision 
because of 
present 
impossibility 
Negative 
attitude 
towards 
more forests 
Economic 
reasons 
Small 
property 
Never thought of it .765    -.350 
Not allowed according local regulations  .785  -.223  
Land is too productive for trees    .854  
Property is too small/dispersed      
Don’t know enough about forestry .635    .940 
Let my children decide about landuse .326 .583 .378   
Not financially attractive -.397 .398 -.336 .373  
Enough forests in locality already   .827   
Don’t like trees/forests -.400  .461 -.395  
% explained variance (67.7) 16.3 14.0 13.3 12.7 11.3 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. Missing 
values: listwise. Rotation converged in 8 iterations. 
 
 
  
 
 
Table 4 Factor analysis 1 components in Forest Management Objectives Question (loadings of items included in the 
compound scores marked in bold; only scores higher than 0.20 are included) 
  Factor (Component) 
 
Items of question 29 
Environment 
and 
landscape 
Owner-  
centered 
Other-    
centered 
Enhancing landscape sceneray .910   
Contribution towards biodiversity .845   
Natural resources protection .774 .304  
Income from non timber goods and services  .752 .292 
Good possibilities for my own hunting  .715 -.503 
Supply of timber for my own use/organisation  .645  
Income generation from wood production  .644  
Asset for next generation .341 .485  
Catering a nice place for recreation  .270 .880 
% explained variance (65.1) 36.0 16.8 12.3 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. Missing 
values: listwise. Rotation converged in 4 iterations. 
 
 
 
 
Table 5 Factor analysis 1 components in Forest and Landuse Policy items (loadings of items included in the 
compound scores marked in bold; only scores higher than 0.20 are included) 
  Factor (Component) 
 
Items of question 15 Local voice Control 
Anti-  
authority 
Forests are planted/managed with proper consultation .838   
Non-landowners involved in landuse decision-making  .816 -.290 
Strict environmental rules for new forests  .857  
Pressure from Forest Service to develop/manage local 
forests 
  .905 
A lot of respect for wishes local communities planting/ 
management forests 
.843   
Local council cannot be trusted regarding landuse policies for 
this area 
-.462  .623 
% explained variance (73.1) 33.1 22.3 17.7 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. Missing 
values: listwise. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 
 
 
